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FOREWORD

This document has been prepared in response to a study request from the
Secretary of the Army. Members of the study team were Colonel John D. Stuckey
and Colonel Joseph H. Pistorius. This is a final report prepared by the
Strategic Studies Institute, IS Army War College, and is approved for oublica-
tion as meeting the requirements of the initiating directive. As such it does
not reflect the official position of the Army War College or approval of the
Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Flaus, or Department of the Army.

The findings of this report are not to be construed as an official Departiment

of the Army position.

This document should not be released to agencies other than those on the
distribution list without prior approval of the US Army War College.
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THOMAS F. HEALY
Major General, USA
Commandant
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SUMMARY

The United States has relied extemnsively on its Militia/National Suard
and Reserves in every major war im its history, except for the Vietnam War.
That only a diminutive mobilization occurred for the Vietnam War was a
remarkable departure from past policy and an aberration in US ail. tary

_ hiscory,

This study provides an examination of the mobilization and use of Army
National Guard (ARNG) and Army Reserve (USAR) forces for the Vietnam War.
The study first reviews (Chapter 2) the historical mobilization erperiences
of the Unitad States in order to gain an appreciation and perspective of the
mobilization and use of the Militia/National Guard and Reserves throughout
US history. Then, the study examines {Chapter 3) the exteat to which the
President and his civilian and military advisers considered mobilizarion
during the first 3 years of the Vietnam ground war and the rationale behind
the nonmobilization during this period. The examination thean focuses
(Chapter 4) on the 1968 mobilization for the Vietnam War and addresses in
detail what happe.ed regarding the Army Reserve Component forces involved.
The study ends (Chapter 5) with conclusions and interpretatioas relative to
mobilization in general and to the partial mobilization for the Vietnam War.

Historical Mobilization Perspective

The United States has never maintained, nor thought seriously of
maintaining during peacetime, a Regular Army of sufficient size to meet the
needs of war. The United States has engaged in nine major wars, and
extensive reliance has been placed on the Citizen-Soldier im the first eight
of them. In addition, the Citizen-Soldier Army has been utilized in
numerous minor wars and domestic disturbances throughout history.

The proposition that the National Guard ani Reserves would be called
into active Federal Service had been proven in every major war (and the
Berlin Crisis of 1961) involving US Army forces. Because of this historical
perspective, and because the US Army was organized and functioned based upon
a mobilization precept, there was, Juring the beginning of the Vietnam War,
an unquestioned belief that mobilization of the Guard and Reserves would, of
course, occur,

1965-67 Nonmobilization for the Vietnam War

The first momentous year of the Vietnam War regarding manpowver was 1965,
when 44 combat maneuver battalions of the United States and its allies were
deployed to RVN beginning 8 March 1965. When this buildup of ground combat
forces began, the ARNG and USAR had a Ready Reserve paid stremgth of 695,000
organized into 23 divisions, 11 separate brigades, and sowe 8,0C0 units,

During the first 3 years of the Vietnam ground war (1965-67),
mobilization of the National Guard and Rese.ves wss a major tonic of
consideration by the President and his military and civilian advisers. From
the onset of the buildup of ground combat forces in South Vietnam,

vii




mobilization was favored by the Secretary of Defense, the entire Joint
Chiefs of StaSf, the National Security Advisor, the Se:retaries of the
Military Departments many membevrs of Congress, the National Guard and
Reserve leadership, &aad others.

On 1 January 1960, the total US Army strength in Vietnam was 800, On 1
January 1965, the number totaled 14,700. Calendar year 1967 ended with a
Presidential decision of a troop ceiling of 525,000.

President Jchnson refused to declare a national emergency, to seek
congressional legislation for a mobilization, or to seek a declaration of
war. During the period 1955-67, the President rejected all recormendations
for a mobilization. The principal reason for these decisions was his
overriding concern for the domestic political arena, Never befcre in US
history had a President declined to use in war military forces whose very
purpose was for such utility.

1968 Mobilization for the Vietnam War

When calendar year 1968 began, American Army combat urits had been
fighting in Vietnam for 34 months, The Regular Army structare in January
1968 included 19 numbered divisions, with a total Army strength of 1.5
million. The divisions were stationed in CONUS, RVN, Korea, and FRG, with
only & 2/3 divisions remaining in the Strategic Army Reserve,

The Army National Guard and Army Reserve had, in early 1968, a combined
Ready Reserve unit strength of 680,000, plus an Individual Ready Reserve
(IRR) of over 540,000. The unit force structure of the ARNG and USAR
included B combat divisions, 13 training divisions, 21 separate combat
brigades, 2 engineer brigades, 7 support brigades, 250 separate combat
battalions, and other units. The Selective Reserve Force (SRF) had evolved,
since its inception in 1965, into a balanced three-division force, and had
attained the highest level of mobilization readiness in the history of the
Reserve Components (RC).

On 25 January 1968, President Johnson directed, by Executive Order, a
partial callup of the RC as a resulr of the USS Pueblo incident of 23
January. Twenty—eight units with 14,801 unit members were mobilized: ©6
units and 593 members of the Navy Reserve, 14 units and 9,340 Air Nctioral
Guard, and 8 units with 4,868 Air Reserve, No Army Natisaal Gu--d, Army
Reserve, Marine Corps Reserve, or Coast Guard Reserve units or individuals
were called. Although the 25 January mobilization was n~: ordered
specifically for Vietnam, four of the Air Natiowal Guard uni-s (tactical
fighter squadrons) were deployed to RVN in May 1968, All s.x .t the
activated Naval Reserve units were demobilized by the end of caiet1ac year
1968, as were seven of the eight Air Reserve units. By December 1:cv,
all of the units mobilized under the 25 lJanuary 1968 order were geactivated.

Only 8 days afrter *he Pueblo was seized by the North Xoreang, the
Vietnamese TET Offensive began (31 January), with a stren:;th and intensity
that caught the US command and the American public by surprise. Ceneral
Westmoreland requested reinforcemenis on 12 February. The JC5 again
recommended a mobilization, but Sec-etary McNamara (and others,) were opposed.
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On 13 March, the President decided to deploy wdditional forces to Vietnam
and also approved s partial mobilization of the RC.

The actual mobilization order for the Vietnam War was dated 11 April
1968, directing the mobilization to occur on 13 May., The legal authority
fcr the mobilization was not based oa a decleration of emergency nor a
declaration of war, but rather on authorizing language contained in the 1367
DUD Appropriations Act (Public Law B9-687), Seventy-six units of the ARNG
and USAR entered active duty on 13 May 1968 with a stvength of 20,024, In
addition, 2,752 members of the IRR were mobilized.

The 13 May 1968 mobilization had two objectives: (1) provide troops
for actual deployment to Vistnam, and (2) provide troops to build up the
strategic reserve in CONUS. Forty-three units were deployed to Vietnam and
33 units were nondeployed. The mobiiization iiad two unique features
relative to the US experience: it was the small:st mobilization for a major
war and was the most delayed mobilization in US history.

The 1968 mobilization had many nonunique characteristics——features which
had occurred during earlier mobilizations, including the following:

. Mobilization planning was completely inadequate.

. Unit selection criteria were ill-advised and ill-applied.

. Alert messages and the public information program were ill-timed
and poorly prepared.

. Personnel actions were poorly planaed +nd problems were numerous.

. Stationing plans were developed late and with considerable
difficulry.

. Equipment shortages were many, distribution was chaotic, and
logistics requirements were based on fault: assumptions.

. Unit training requirements exceeced DA assumptions.
. Unit integrity was widely violated.

The 76 units mobilized on 13 May served on active duty from 14 to 19
months. Demobilization of all units was accomplished by 12 December 1969.
The Army's demobilization was characterized by disinterest, and poor
planning, policy, and execution.

Three grand conclusions stand out among those regarding mobilication of
Guard and Reserve forces throughout US history (includieg the Vietnam War):
(1) extensive initial reliance on the Reserve Zomponeats has prevailed
throughout all of US history (except the VN War), and early mobilization has
been a factor on which has depended the successful prosecution of US wars;
(2) the Militia/National Guard and Reserves have never been properly
equipped during peacetime; and (3) mobilization has never teen adequately
planned. The amazing truth of history is that these three arrangements are
contradictions, rather than mutually supporting mobilization doguma.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTiON

Backcrog:i

The I'nited Statis has reli-d extensively on its Militia/National Guard
and Reserves in every maior war in it3 historv, except for the Vietnim war.
That ouly a Jdiminutive aobilization nc~urred for the Vietnam War was a
remarkanle departure from past poiicy and an aberration in US militery
history.

Lyndur B. Jubnscn was the fourth ccnsecutive US Presideat zomitted to
battiing Communists 1 Southeast Asia. When he tock the oath of office on
22 NovecLer 1963, there were 10,230 US military nersonnel in Indochina, and
winen he Jloparted thiz presidency on 2J January 1969, US zmilitarv personnel in
South Vietnam numbered 342,490, In 1953, when ~he €first ground cochat
troops we:s. deployed to the Republic of Vietnam (RVN), the President
declined to mobilize the Reserve Components. e refused again 1n 1966 aad

190/,

Twc miniature mcbilizations were finally ordered in 1368. .Jhe first
sccurred on 25 January, & reaction to the USS Pueblo incident, involving a
callep of 14,301 unit members of the Navy Reserve, Alc National Guard and
Alr Reserve. [Ihe second mobilization occurred on 13 May, specifically for
the Victnaa war 1n reaction to the TET oftfensive, ¢ involved 20,034 unitc
members in 75 units of the Army National Guard (ARNG) &nd US Army Reserve
(USAR), plus 2,752 members of the Individual Ready Reserve (IRR).

Purque

The wajor purpose of this study is to examine what occurred with respect
to the umobilization ard use of Army National Guard and Armyv Reserve forces
for the Viezram War., The purpose is bnth with knowledge for its own sake
and with xnowiedge for its contribution to nractical concerus in future

mebil izations.
Scone
e

The study first reviews previous American mobillzation experiences .o
gain an sppreciation and perspective of the mobilization and use of the
Miiitia/Nstional Cuard and Reserves throughout US history. Then, the study
examines the extent to which the President and his civilian and military
advisers considered mobilization duriny the first 3 years of the Viernam War
and the rational'2 behind rejections of that option. The examinaticn then
focuses on the 1968 mobilization for the war and addresses in deotail vhat
happened to the Army Reaerve Componentn (RC) forces involved. [Laat, the
study provides conclusions relative to monilization in general and ro the
partial mobilization for the Vietnax War in particular.




Methodologv

Primary research {or this study was conducted using offi 1l reports,
studies, and books., Other relevant facts were acquired by telephone and
persons! interviews with members and former members of ABNG and USAR
units mobilized in 1953,

Limitations

Thia study, a history ¢f mobilization with primary focus on the
mobilizatisn for rhe Vietnas War, doea not addresa current mobilizatioa
plans or evaluate their s:azrus. Any individual'a writing will be
determined not ouly by the factse as discovered by redearch but alsc by
his values, which determine the import of the facts for him.




CHAPTER 2
HISTORICAL MOBILIZATION PERSPECTIVE

In studying the history of the decision not to fully mobilize the
National Guard and Regerves during the Vietnam War, and in assessiug the
siguificance of what did cccur, the mind's eye needs a clear picture of
the US historical nobilization experience.

A simple but grand arrangement is discoverable amidst what has been a
commanding feature of America's early wars, n.mely that the h.story of
the US Armpy is a history of two armies: & citizen army (known as
Militia, National Guard and Army Reserve) and 2 Regular Army. This
chapter briefly summarizes the reliance on and use of the Citizen
Soldiers throughout the first eight major US wars., This historical
overview will shed light oa the significance of the dacisian not to fully
mebilize during che Vietnam War in the 1960's. Foregone conclusions are
that tue arguments and the decisions regarding mobilization during the
Vietnam War were directly related to the experiences of the partial
mobilization during the Berlin Crisis in 1961; and that the grester
historical mobilization experience of the United States ianfluenced the
military and public attitudes and expectations about mobilization for the

Vietnam War.

The Rcots of Mobilization Tenats

The military manpower doctriane of the Colonies, inherited from the
Germen and English background in Europe, provided the roots of
mobilization philosophy in the United States.l The word Militia
aupodies that dogma. This Militia foundation began in America at
Jamestown in 1607, and the noun "Militia," with various adjectives,
recurs again snd sgain in American history. The Organized Militia System
developed by the Colonies, from which the National Guard ia a modern
outgrowth, is tke military institution that the American people have
relied on extensively-—and sometimes exclusively——to raise military
manpower for their wars,

Curing the colonial period, military preparedness and use were based
entirely on the Militia concept, which meant that every able-bodied man,
w.:thin prescribed age limits, was required to possess arms, to be carried
uh muster rolls, to train periodically, and to be mustered into service
(aobilized) for military operations whenever necessary. The draft laws
of World War T were based upon these common law principlcs and thereafter
became the law of the land. Selective Service laws and mobilization
.cthority merely extended the local Militia responsibilities from the
3tate to the Federal Govermmen:, although this development evolved

slowly.

Each colony had, from its inception, a deep concern and interest in
its own defense, even though the collective defense of all colonies was
not part of colonial thinking. Each of tne independent colonies
carefully established and maintained its own civilian control over its
Militia, There was considerable fear of and aversion to & "standing
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Army." The value of a prompt mobilization was thoroughly respected, as
was a prompt demobilization following hostilities., There were several
partial mobilizations for specific incidents and campaigns, but never a
full mobilization of the Colonial Militia for a war outside the colony.

Revolutionary War

The Revolutionary War was fought and won by the Militia, the
Continental Army, and French forces., The Massachusetts Militia (the
Lexington Company of the Massachusetts Volunteer Militia) clashed with
the British garrison of Boston at Lexington and Concord onm 19 April
1775.2 The American Regular Armmy, begun by the Continental Congress on
16 June 1775, consisted of a Continental Army of 10 companies of
riflemen.3 General Washington's Continental Army was composed of
Militia units from the Colonies and of volunteers and draftees. General
Cornwallis was opposed at Yorktown by a mixed force of 5,700
Continentals, 3,200 Militiamen, and 7,800 French soldiers (and & French
fleet). The Colonies had approximately 500,000 men engaged during the 8
years of war, with a peak stremgth of 35,000, against a British force of

about 42,000 soldiers.%

With independence won and a peace treaty signed on 3 September 733,
the Continental Congress ordered the Continental Army disbanded \except
for 80 men). The Organized Militia continued in the states. The new
Federal Government became operative under the Constitution om 30 April
1739. (The Articles of Confederation governed the new nation from 1781
to 1789.) The first session of the First Congress passed an act on 29
Scptember 1729 astablishing a Regular Army in the service of the United
States in which the officers were appointed by Federal authority and
swore allegiance only to the United States.

The Organized Militia, with its origins in the earliest colonial
settlements of North America, provided the root and foundatioa of our
mobilization expverience. The United States never has maintained a
sufficient active military establishment to satisfy the manpower needs of
war. Throughout US history, followiug the establishment of active
services, the Organized Militia has been relied on to reinforce our
a'tive forces in times of war. (Reliance on the Organized
Militia—specifically the National Guard--has also occurred for purposes
other than war, as will be addressed later in this chapter.} A brief
review of the reliance on and use of the Organized Militia in the major
wars of the United States and during the Berlin Crisis of 1961 follows.

War of 1812

The period between the successful conclusion of the Revolutionary War
and the War of 1812 saw several Federal laws of direct importance to
mobilization. The First Congress passed an act which established the
President's authority to call (requisition) the Militia into Federal
service in emergencies. However, proposals for establishing a
well-regulated, well-trained Militia under Federal supervision with
Federal standards were not adopted by this Congress, nor any other, for
over 100 years.

P ——




The Secoad Congress passed the Militia Law of 1792, which, as
amended, remained the basic wobilization wmeasure in the United States for
111 years (until 1903). This law reaffirmed the Common Militia
principles, established by the Colonies, of a compulsory military
obligation for all free white males between the ages of 18 and 45 and the
obligavion of the Militia to arm themselves. The law also prescribed
organizing the states' Militia into divisions, brigades, regiments,
battalions, and companies, to be officered by the respective states.
Service waa limited to 3 months :in any one year, Standards and
procedures were left to the individual states, with no Fedaral finance,
supervision, uniformity, or enforcement. The 1792 Militia Act did not
create, or cause to be created, a well-organized or well-equipped

Militia.®

Various laws were enacted between 1798 and 1812, all having the major
mobilization characteristic of reliance on the volunteer Militia, rather
than the common Militia, in the event of needed manpower. The Militia
system continued largely unchenged. The most significant new law was the
Act of April 1808, which, for the first time, provided Federal financial
support (3200,C00 annually) to arm and equip the Militia.

In January 1812, the 12th Congress passed legislation authorizing the
President to accept 30,000 Federal volunteers from Militia companies, aud
on 10 April 1812, Congress increased the callup authority to include
100,000 State Militia for a period of 6 wonths., The Militia were to be
raised by state quotas, although several governors refused to cowply,
maintainirg that the law was unconstitutional. In any event, the Militia
call relied upon Militia members volunteering for Federal service.

The War of 1812 (18 June 1812~24 December 1814) against Great Britain
was partly fought in Canada; thus a major issue at that time (and
8 'bsequently) was the legitim~.e use of the Militia outside the United
States. The historica) use of che Militia was as a home defense force,
and the language %.a the Constitrzion heeded that fact by stipulating ths-”
Congress could “provige for calling forth the Militia to execute the law.
of the union, o suppress insurrection, and repel invasions.”

The Regular Army was authorized an aggregate strength of 35,503 at
the beginning of the War of 1812, but was short of this number by
28,859--having an actual strength of only 6,744. At its highest point,
at least half of the Army was composed of volunteer Militia organization:
on extended du:y.7 An estimated 458,000 Militia served during the War

of 1812.8

“ne of the principal manpower issues in this war was the term of
enlistments, which had plagued General Washington earlier, and was to
confound cthe United States thereafter--even during the Vietnam War. Of
the individual enlistments, 398,000 were for 6 months or less, and
another 60,000 served a little mure than 6 wmonths. Only 10,000 men
enlisted under terms of one vear or longer.9 Nevertheleos, the most
cignificant fact about mobilization in the War of 1812 was that the
Militia was indispensable to the war effort.
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Mexican War

The next Federal call that went to the states was caused by the war
with Mexico——the third major US war. Between the end of the War of 1812
and the war with Mexico (April 1846-March 1848), mobilization planning
received scant emphasis. Even the little attention given to mobilization
during this period by Secretary of War Calhoun did not include provisions
for the improvement or use of the Militia. Nevertheless, the war with
Mexico was fought by the United States with che Regular Army, voluateers,
and with Organized Militia Units.

The Act of 13 May 1846 (the day that war was declared by Congress and
signed by the President) provided for a maximum of 50,000 volunteers (men
from units of the Organized Militia) to serve 12 moaths or to the end of
the war. In addition, the President was authorized to call the Militia
into Federal service for 6§ months, rather than the 3 months provided by
the Militia Act of 1792, This later provision was not invoked, since the
war was fought eatirely on foreign soil, and therefore it was thought
impossible to call the Militia who might claim constitutional immunity
against being used aa an invading force. Rather than use the Militia Act
of 1792, or even the Militia clause of the Constitution, volunteers were
sought, and Cougress understocd that the voluateers would be acquired by
enlisting formations of volunteer Organized Militia into Federal
service. Eilene Galloway sums up the Mexicen War by scating "That
enlistments should be for the duration of a war is a lesson that wmight
have been learned, but 13 years later the country became involved in the
Civil War and began with enlistments of only 3 months."1® oOver half
the soldiers served in the Mexican War for one year or less, a practice
that forced General Scott to halt his campaign in enemy territory for
months while he awaited new soldiers to replace those whose enliatmenta

had expired.ll

When the Mexican War began, the Regular Army anumbered 7,365. During
the war, 42,374 men served in Regular Army formations and 73,532 served
in state-provided Militia Units. Since many short-time volunteers served
more than one tour, names were duplicated on various unit rosters. The
total number of volunteers in service at a given time probably never
exceeded 50,000.12 Nevertheless, major reliance was placed on the
Milicia, as had been true in all of US hiscory to that point.

Civil War

The manner of raising wmanpower during the American Civil War
{1861-65) can be summed up by stating that the initial reliaace was on
mobilizing the Citize.'-Soldier. Interestingly enough, both the North and
South based their mobilization authority on the same law—the Militia Act
of 1792, as awended in 1795. The significant manner of raising manpower
during the Civil War was Lo use conscription. The first Conscription Act
in American history was passed by the Confederate States on 16 April
1862. The North also adopted this method with its Earollment Act of 3
March 1863.13 The Army of the United States numbered 16,367 at the
beginning of the war. At least 2.5 million men served in the Union Army,
while the Confederate Army employed approximately one wmillion
soldiers.!
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Spanish-American War

During the perioa between the end of the Civil War and the sinking of
the battleship Maine in Havana Harbor on 15 February 1898, no Federal
legislation uas enacted regardiing manpower for mobilization. The Militia
Acts of 1792 and 1795 contirued. During the Spinish—American War (24
April-12 aagist 1898;, manpower procirement was not & probl:im, because
the war lasted culy 107 days. The Rz2gular Army was .upplemented by a
Presidential call to the States to provide Organized Militia (National
Guard) unics ifor Federal service, to serve for 2 years or for the
duration of tte war, whichever was shorter. Tne Militia organizations
were accepted as units, but since the volunt2ers were intended for
nverseas service, the Guardsmen were sworn in as individuai volunteers to
obviite constitutional coatroversy. On 1 Api1il 1898, the Regular Army
toraled 28,133.15 When the war ended, the Regular Army totaled 58,0688
and the Voluaceer Army nuambered 216,129.16 Of this number, the
Natioral Guard provided 8,207 officers and 162,747 enlisted men.l

Jetweer Wars

Batweer _he Spanish-American War aud World War I, Fede:al legislation
gignificantly changed the manpewer mobilization readiness which had
existed since che Militia Act of 1792, The first of these new laws
improving the Mil’tis program was the landmark Militia Act of 21 .January
1903 (nopular!y known as the Dick act after its spounsor, Congressman
Chartes F. Dick of Ohic). 1Tre 1903 Act wes the first Federal law ever
passed waich attempted to implement the Constitutional mardate for
Congrass “to pravide for organizing, arming and disziplining the
Militia.”" Thus ~he Militia Act of 1792 was ended after 111 years. The
Dick Act, ss amended by the Militia Act of 27 Me#y 1908, provided for
Federal aid to be paij to the states for their Militias; established the
same orgaunizetion, armameut and discipline for tha Organized Militia
(National Gusard) as the Regulay Army; limited Federal service to 3
months; and rewoved the rastriction limiting service of the Militis to
the Continental United Ststes. This latter provision was subsequently
abrogated by the US Attorney Genzzul who declared in 1912 that service of
the State Militis outside the United States would be unconstitutional.
The Azt aiso provided for :eguiar inspection of tne Militia by the
Regcular Army, authorized joint maneuvers by the Organized Militia and the
Rognlar Acmy, and required training standsrds to be achieved. The
Grganizzd Militia continued to be state forces by this legislaticn.l8

The A-ay Reserve--later designated the Ragulsr Army Reserve and still
s2ter tus US Army Reserve-—-was established by the Resezve Act of 24
August 1912, The law, which continued until ti: Mexican Criasis in May
1916, provided for an Army Reserve which consisted of wmen furloughed to
it sfter 3} years of active service. After 2 years of operation, this Act
resulted in 16 men being transferred to the Army Reserve.

In 1914, Corgress established by law what had evolved as the
prevailiang military mobilization concept: the Regular Army was the first
line of defense, the State Militis (Natiuusl Guard) the second line, and
a2 Volunteer Army the third. This new law, the Volunteer Act of 1914 (The
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Hay Bill), permitted the President to call for volunteers oaiy after
congressional authorization to do 8o and required the President to accept
Militia units (National Guard) which volunteered with three~fourths of
their enlisted strength before calling for volunteers. Oniy after the
Milicia were afforded the opportunity to volunteer could other units be
raised. The President retained the autho.ity to call out the Militia and
use it within the Continental Uniced States, but he could not use the
Militia, or the volunteers, outside the United States without
congressional authorization.io

The most comprehensive military legislation passed by Congress during
its first 127 years was the National Defense Act of 3 June 1916, which
remained the foundation of Reserve planning until 1955. Many of its
concepts remain in force today. Even before its passage, President
Wilson stated before Congress on 8 December 1914: "We must depend in
every time of national peril . ., . not upon a stsnding army . . . but
upon a citizenry trained and accustomed to arms."2?l Among other
notable provisions, this law msde the National Guard (the name adopted as
the official designation in the Act) & component of the Nation's defense
establishment and, when in Federal service, a part of the Army of the
United States. This act required that National Guardsmen agree in their
enlistment contract to obey the President and defend the US
Constitution. Guatrd units were to have 48 drill periods a year plus 15
days of field training, with Federal funds to pay for drills. The act
also reaffirmed the traditional doctrine of universal military
obiigation, but clearly nationalized the obligation, as opposed to
limiting the obligation to the state.

The National Defense Act of 1916 also created an Organized Reserve
Cotps, to consist of the Officers Reserve Corps (ORC) and the Enlisted
Reserve Corps (ERC). Thes: two categories were intended to aske
immediately available in wartime a large number of officers (up to the
grade of Major) and enlis’:Jd men in f£ive branch specialties: Engineer,
Signal (iacluding Aviatior), Quartermaster, Ordnance, and Medicai. The
National Defense Act of 1916 was a triumph over the Continental Army
Plan, which was strongly Influenced by the writings of Genmeral Upton and
advocated by much of tie Army. With this law, the historical limitation
on the use of the Militia/National Guard was finally resolved; the
National Guard when "in service of the United States" was pert of the
Armv, and therefore could be used anywhere with the Regular Army,

The 1916 #4obiliration

On 9 Mcy 19.6, the National Guard of three states was called inte
Federal ~.r.i .. and assignei to duty on the US-Mexico border to bolster
Regular arm: ° ces inder General Pershing's "Punitive Expedition." On
18 June, mos® - .ne remainder of the National Guard (coast artillery
units were not catlec) 1lso was nationalized for the same purpose. The
Guerdsmen mobilized on 9 May were called as "Militia" under the
Constitution's Militia slause to "repel invasion.” The terms were as
volunteers for ] months under the Dick Act of 1903. On the other hand,
the mobilization of 18 June occurred under the authority of the new
National Defense Act of 1916, with those called serviag not as Militia
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but as men uvbligated to Federal service. The 1916 mobilization of the
National Cuard brought 158,664 men into Federal service,
Approximately half of the Guardi members who were mohbilized for border
duty were 3till on active duty at the time the United States entered the
first World War. About 3,000 members of the Regular Army Reserve were
mobil.zed on 28 June 1916, The burder was stabilized during the fall of
1916 and Ceneral Pershing's forces were withdrawn from Mexico during the
p2riod 28 January-> February 1917.73

World War 1

Tha United States declared war on Germany on 6 April 1917 (Europe had
been at war since July 1914, and the Lusitania was sunk in May 1915).
The Aruy forces which were established at that time (governed by the
Naticnal UDefense Act of 1916) consisted of the Regular Arwmy, National
Guard, Cfficers' Reserve Corps, Enlisted Reserve Corps, Regular Army
Reserve, National Guard Reserves, and ROTC. In addition to mobilizing
these forces, manpower initially was secured through voluntary
anlistments. A draft subsequently was implemented as authorizad by the
Selecrive Service act of 18 May 1917, which also suthorized calling the
entire Guard into Federal service and defined the terms of service for
everyone (Regulars, Cuard, and draftees) as being for the duration of the
war. This act and the National Defense Act of 1916 provided a
legislative basis on which to raise an Army at the beginning 2f a war for
the first time in US history.

The troop allocation program established cadres for new Regular Army
regiments by drawing men from old Regular Army regiments and then finally
filling both the old and new units with volunteers. National Guatvd units
were filled by National Guard recruits and by draftees.

The strength of the Regulsc Army was 127,588 on 1 April 1917.
Additionally, Nationzl Guard forces in Federal service at that time
{mobilized for the Mexican border) totaled 80,446, On 5 August 1917, the
balance of tba dational Guard (101,174 in state service) was mobilized.
The Acmy Raserve was mobilized on 1 May 1317 and 30 June 1917, providing
8,355 men. The Officers' Reserve Corps and the Enlisted Ruserve Corps
contributed 7,957 and abcut 10,000 respectively., The Selective Service
System brought 2,801,373 men into the Army during its 18 wmonths of
ectivity (18 May 1917-11 November 1918), and voluntary enlistments
totaled 877,458, In sum, the Regular Army started (1 April 1917) with
127,538, and the mobilized National Guard and Reserve provided about
208,000 at the war's heginning, During World War I, the Guard provided
the AEF with 382,000 men and with 17 divisions. The Army totaled
3,685,458 on 11 November 1918.24 Forty percent of the 43 divisions in
the American Expeditionary Force were National Guard Divisions, and the
Guard Divisions had more total combat days than either the Regular Army
Divisions or the National Army Divisions.

Between World Wars

Mobilization planning between World Wars I and II was inlense.
Debates in 1919 and 1920 centered on the choice between a large standing
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srmy backed up by a draft, or a small standing army backed up by a large
National Guard and Reserve. The choice, made Ly Congress in the National
Defense Act of 4 June 1920, was for continuation of the system that had
evolved during US history. In brief, the Army would be composed of a

?] small Regular Army, the National Guard, and the Organized Reserves.?

Between 1920 and 1940, numerous mobilization plans were
developed.27 Central problems faced by all the planners during this
period wece force structure and associated manpower availability. The
fact that all mobilization plans assumed that the Guard and Reserve would
be mobilized on M~Day was particularly sigr ficant. There were no
serious challenges (if any) to this assumption. Little significant
mobilization legislation was enacted between the two World Ware, beyond
the Act of 19?3 which amended the National Defense Act of 1916 and
established the "National Guard of the United States" as a Reserve
- Component of the US Army. This law gave the Guard a dual status as
Militia of the states, under the Militia clause of the Constitution, and
as a permanent Reserve Couponent of the US Army, under the Army clause of
the Constitution. The law also assured that Guard forcations would be
used in war as units, rather than its wmembers serving as individuals.28

erld War 11

World Wur II began in Europe when Germany attacked Poland on 1
September 1939, 7Two daye later, England and France declicved war on
Germany. On 8 September 1939, President Roosevelt declared a "limited
national emergency” by Executive Jrder and directed a small increase in
the manpower authorization of the Regular Army and the National Gua-d.
The President's Order rlso authorized placing Reserve Officers on active
duty to expand the Regular Army's Officer Corps. In a2ddition, National
Guard drills were increased from 48 armory drills per year to 6J, and
annual field training was increased from 15 to 20 days. The Regular Army
was authorized an iacresse of only 17.000, to bring its strength to
227,000. The National Guard would be increased by 43,000 fcr a total of
235,000.29

)]

These changes to authorized strength of the Regular Army and the
Nationdl Guard were surprises tc Army mobilization planners because every
mobilizatior. plan had assumed mobilization would begin on a specific day
(M~Day) when the :ntire national manpower would become available. There
were no plans for a partial mobilization. Contrary to this basic
mobilization plan, the Army and National Guard modestly increased their
atrengths through late 1939 and 1940 without the United States being at
war. In effect, a premobilization period was occurring for which there
were no plans.

On 9 April 1940, Germany invaded Denrmark and Norway, and on 10 May
attacked the Netherlands, Belgium, and Luxembourg. Italy entered the war
against England and France on 10 June. France signed an armistice on 22
June. In that brief period from 9 April to 22 June 1940, much of Western
Europe had fallen to German control.

During this time period, President Rocsevelt requested legislative
authority fon 311 May 1940) to bring the National Guard inco Federal
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szrvice. The President had at the time the legal avchority to federalize
the Guard by Zxecutive Order without any congressicnal action, but that
autnority prohibited use of the =otilized National Guard outside the
United States. Interestingly, Chief of 5taff Marshall urged the
Secretary of War and Congress not to mobilize the Guard prior to the
outbreak of war.

Mobilization of Liic Nativcnal Guard and the R=3erves was approved by a
Joint Resolution of Cengress oa 27 August 1940, and on 16 September 1940,
Congress enact:d the firet p.acetime draft in the natiow's history. Both
ceasi.res prohibited employment of Reserves and dratrees beyond the
Western Hemisrhere (2xcept in US tecritorics znd possessions), and both
the mcbilizdation authorization sad che d:arft limited th: teim of service
to 12 months.9

in iate 1940 ard early .341, s major nrobicm faced by Army plinners
was the possibie cotcurren. wobilization and demch:ilization which wou.d
everntually weccur because the Natiovral Cuard and the Seiective Service men
wer? limited (> ane ye2ar of service. The whole tani: concept of
zobilizanisu wad btzen predicatei or the belie that abilization meant
all-out wa: and tha® no restiicrion woulld affecr length of service during
the wui, Secrvice extensio @ ware also a matter of high interest to
Guardsmen, cheir fcwmilies, ife Congr2ss, and the er.:ral public. On 7
and {2 Auguit 1941, the Se 'te and Hous2 zpproved an extension of service
of the ¥stional Guavd, dre..ees, and Reserve Officers (the House carried
by a voze of 203 to 202). Liater, on 31 Deczmbe. 1941, Congress extended
the obligation of the l-year tour to the duration of the war plus 6
monthz.

Yhen che United States entered World War II at the end of 1941, the
natinn was be:cter prepzred for wer than any time in its history.
Nevarthalese, aespite the nrewar preparedness, rapid deployment of Army
forces cvers.<s wss oot possiille becanse of many liriting factors,
includicyg triaining, transportation, sad acute shortazes of equipment for
the Guard and heserves.

At the beginnivg of the war ia Europe ia September 1939, the Regulsr
irmy totaied 137,393, Mobdilization of the National Guard occurred in 22
iacremcacs beginning Senteaber 1540 and ending 6 October 1941, The Guard
brrught 100,034 men intuv Federal service and, by Pearl Harbur day, more
tzan 77,030 Re:erve Offizers bad beeca assigned to active Jutv. By
Decautar 1941, the Atmy had grown to 1,686,403, The Army’s atrength at

+ive end of tte var (on 31 May 1945) wes 8,291,336, iacluding Lhose in the
Aimy Air Force.?l

When the United States entered the war in 1941, 36 divisions were
available {on vaper): 16 Pegular Army, i(wo Army of the United States
(Reserve) and 18 Naticnal Guard.3? During 1942, 37 new divisions were
created, through a2 cadre system, whereby experianced officers and
enlisted men were withdrawvn {rom existing divisions to form tane
organizational and training nucleus of new divisions. Enlisted men were
shipped directly to thte new divisions irom reception centers. The War
Denartment envisioned 10-12 moaths as the time required from activatica
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of a new division to its being combat ready. By the end of World War II,
the Army had formed 91 divisions, but twice demobilized one of them (2d
Cavalry Division), having 89 divisions in fact.

The first American division to deploy overseas against Germany (to
North Ireland in January-March 1942) was the 34th Infantry Division——a
National Guard division composed entirely of Guard units from Minnesota,
North Dakota, South Dakota, and Iowa. The first division to be sent
overseas against Japan (to Australia in April 1942) was the National
Guard's 4lst Infantry Division from Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and
Washington., The first Army division to engage in hostile operations
(against the Japanese in New Guinea in September 1942) was the 32d
Infantry Division, which consisted exclusively of National Guard units
from Wisconsin and Michigan.

Following World War II and demobiiizaticn, the Army's thoughts
returned to the historic preoccupstioa in peacetime of the manpower
question: how to prepare to quickly acquire adequate numbers of capable
soldiers in the event of war. By this time, the concept had been widely
accepted among Army leaders to rely on Citizen-Soldiers through units of
the National Guard and Army Reserve, and through univerczal military
training. However, despite the active suprort of President Trumaa for
universal military training, an unwilling Congress rejected the notion
and instead extended Selective Service in 1945.

Korean War

On 25 June 1950, North Korea invaded South Korea. The United Natioas
Security Council established s UN Command oo 7 July 1950, under a US
commander. At first, the American government anticipated a very limited
need of US Army combat forces, but because of the strength of the North
Koreans and casualties suffered by ROK and US forces, the Regulars could
not alone field sufficient forces. A mobi!’zation became necessary.
Unlike the two World Wars, time was limited for mobilized forces to be
equipped, trained, and employed in combat.

When the Korean War began, the US Active Army had a strength of
591,487 with an organization of 14 divisions: four were stationed in
Japan (lst Cav, 7th Inf, 24th Inf, and 25th Inf); one was in Germany (lst
Inf); and the remaining nine divisions were in the United States (2d and
3rd Arwored, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 9th, and 10t! Inf and lith and 82and
Airborne).33 The four divisions in Japau "had less than 70 percent of
authorized strength, were short of supporting weapons, aand had light
tanks only."30 Only the 82ad Airborne Division was at full stremgth in
equipment and personnel. All othec divisions were manned at 65 to 75
percent of their authorized TOE strength. Nondivisional units were
inadequate to provide combat support due to their persoannel and equipment
status. Mcbilization stocks, which consisted of World War II items, were
unbalanced, below planned level, and in a poor state of maintenauce.

At the start of the Korean War, the Army National Guard was organized

into 27 divisions, 20 regimental combat teams (RCT), and other units for
a total uf 4,863 Federally recognized units. The total strength was
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324,761, which was 93 percent of its authorized stremgth. Only 72
peccent of its officertfositionl and 25 percaant of its warraant officer
positicns were filled.3

Whea the Korean War began, the Army Reserve consisted of both units
and manpower pools. The units, called "Active Reserve,” had a strergth
of 134,015, and were the only elements of the Army Reserve that were
authorized paid drills. The two manpower pocls were the Volunteer
Reserve, with 3 strength of 324,602, and the Inactive Reserve, with
31,800 members. The stteanh of the two manpow:r pools was about 735
percent of that authorized. 9

Thke Selective Service Exteasion Act of 1950 (Public Law 599, 8lst
Congress) autnorized the President to order the Guard aad Reserve to
active Federal sevvize for not more than 21 months (extended to 24 months
by the 82d Congress). President Truman delcgated to the Secretary of
Defense, by Fxecutive Order 10271 signed in 1951, the authority to order
iadividuals and units of the Reserve Compcnents into Active Federal
service., The method of raising manpover for the Korean War was by 4
limited mowilization, a draft, volunteers, and by extending enlistwents
(for one year). During the first year of the war, more thaa two million
men and women eatered active milicary service, of which =more than
one-third came from the National cuard and Reserve Forces. Another
ore~thira were voluntary enlistzents and less than a third were

./
draftees.”

The selaction of units for the limited mobilizaticn was partially
based on a recommendaiinn by General Mark Clark, Commander of Army Field
Forces. He reccmuended activating cne or more of the following six ARNG
divisions: 28th (lennsylvania), 29th (7irginia-Maryland), 3lst
{Mississippi~Alabama), 37th (Ohic), 45¢h (Oklahoma), and the 50th (New
Jerszy). Clark considered these divisions to be the best trained, best
equipped, and nost reaoy. This recommendation was not adopted because
the units wers uot evenly distributed geographically, aand because their
selection wiuld aggravate the already serious transportation problems of
the Army. The final selection included divisions from each of the CONUS

Army areas.

Beginning 14 August 1950, 1,457 ARNG units were mobilized, including
eight of the 27 Guard divisions (28th, 3lst, 37th, 40th, 43rd &44th, 45th,
and &47th) and three of the 20 RCI's (196tk, 278th, and 2976th). The
inductinn strength of the eight divisions, as a percent of the ful! TOE
of 18,800, varied from 37 percent to 55 perceat. In addition to theue
units, 43 AAA bartaliors and 714 company-size units of the Guard were
also mobilize2, In all, 138,600 officers and enlisted men of the
National Guard were federalized dJuring the Korean War--which was 34
percent of tae Cuacd's streagth.42

Two of the mobilized Guard divisions weve deployed to Kor=a (40th and
45¢h) while two divisions (28¢h and 43rd) were sent to Germany to
strengthen allied forces there. The remaining four divisions were
retained in the United States, and were used exclusively as training
divisions and as sources for individuals, into and out of which
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Guardsmen, draftees, and volunteers were cshuttled to Korea and elsevhere

t> 3upplement the Arsy's rotation policy. The Secretary of the Army

renorted on this Guacd mobilization: ™. . . the Atmy National Guard was
- celled upon to fulfill its traditional role as a vital emergency military
{ foice. It has carried out that duty capably and earnestly."43

The Army Reserve provided 934 units (out of 6,687 units) during the
1950 mobilization. A total of 46,920 officers and 150,807 enlisted
persons were zalled, of which 41,42% officers and 121,500 enlisted were
l mobilized as individuals. Thas, the majority of the Reservists called to
Federal Service had not been undergoing unit training, and were used (as
were many Guardsmen) as individual fillers and repslacements. The Army
Peserve contributed a total of 244,300 officers and men during the war,
not including 43.GCO Reserve officers who were on active duty at war's
. beginning. This number represented about 71 percent of the ORC strength
3 as of June 1950. During the first year of the war, Reservists had won 6
& of the 27 Madals of Honor presented, and one-fourth of the other top
cunbat decorations. %4

The Universal Military Tra.ning and Service Act of 1951 decreed that
all male citizens hetween 18 1/2 and 26 years of age who either joined or
were dvafted into the Active armed services also incurred an obligaction
in Resecve service. The Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952 created three
categories of Resaerves to which the Guardsmea anc Reservists might be
assigued: The Keady Reserve, the Standby Reserve, and thke Retired
Reserve. The Prcsident was authorized to call up to one million Ready
Reservists without congressional action, but congressional action was
required for calling the other two categories. Tnis 1952 Act also
established seven Reserve Compoments (which continue to the present
time), and inciuded the new term '"[he US Army Reserve,"” which replaced
the teram "Organized Reserve Corps" (ORC)4>

The mecat perplexing Army manpower problem during the Korean War was
the question of who was to serve, Not all of tne Naticnal Guard and Army
Reserve were needed, nor were all eligible men of draft age. The
question of distributing fairly the burdens of war was never
satisfactor.ly answered, and this iesue was to occur again during the
Berlin Crisis and the Vietnam War.

The most vital and immediate need at the beginning of the war was for
tvained persoanel to fill units, train recruits, and provide
rev.acements. The mobilization concapts and plans in effect immediately
prior to Kurea all called for full mobilization, based on World War II
exnerience, and thus the limited mobilization of 1950 c:i-sed considerable
difficulties.4® The decision was, as expressed by the Secretary of the
Lzay, "to lesve the Organized Reserve virtual%y intact while calling up
mer. from the Volunte-r and laactive Reserve."?

“he result of this policy was to call first those Reservists who were
World War Il vetecdans and who had not been paid to traian (nor had been
trained) since the previous war. At the same time, large numbers of men
who nad never served in the Armed Services were deferred fcom the draft.
This double jeopardy of veterans and inequity were very controversial.
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The Arzed Forees Act cf 1952 attempted to redress this problem by
dssuting that those persons who had dcone the most in earlier wars would
ot have te carry the major burdens in the future. it also reaffirmed
prioiity of the National Cuazd to be called ahead of the kescrves, A
paradox was rhac parsons who had performed no duty at all in the war
incurred no oblization Jhatever, while those inductec¢ (if they survived)
had 5 more vears in the Reserve after active duty.

Ynen the Korean War ended (27 July 1953), the number of US divisiors
Lad grown to 30 (inciuding the 8 CGuard divisions). One divisioa was
staticned in Javan (lstr Cavalry Division); > were in Ceruany (2d Armored,
lst, 4th, 28th, and 43rd I:factry Divisions); 7 were .n Korea ‘2nd, 3xd,
7rh, z4th, 25th, = 'th, znd 45th Infantry Divisioas): and t'e remaining 17

were °o the United States (Sch, oth, Bth, 9th, 10th, 31st, 37th, 44th,
47ts infantcy Dwvisions, llck, 8lnd, and 10lst Alrhorne Divi~ios, and
lat, 34, Stn, oth. and 7th Armcred Divisions).*®

The ¥or-ar Wal wae 3 time of half-peace, half-war; of mobilizar ion
1ad d mobilization., During FY 52, for cxample, th ret strengta ot the
Army incroaaed 65,006, Yet, ir that period, %65,00) zmea enterv. the
Army, anl 407,990 were released, and so ir went for the duration >f the
wqr.zg 3-fora the signing of the Armistice on 27 July 1953, the United
Status had raiacd 3,764,143 oifizers and eulisted persennal, Serwing in
“he U5 Army daring the wor were 2,434,000 with 3 maximum strength on 2C
Tire 1957 of 1,538,815.°9

The Koraan War had an immense impa-t on military atrstegzy and on
concepts of <ar., It prov:! that absolute naval superiority, the most
missive air *or:e on earth, ard atomic bowbs were unahle eith:: to
prevent the war or 2o win ir. Couveationil forces were required.

The Korean W2 - was our rirst limited war in the 20th century; limited
in its obiective, in geographicai boundaries, in use ot weapons. and in
use of marpaver, Indeed, the very term "limited war" wus inirouauced by
GCenerzl Urcrg: Marshall (Secrevary of State) during 1751 congressicnal
hoarings, wnich appears %o be the tirat use of tne tem: by a hizh level
offi.ial.?! he Korean War also caused che United States to reaffirm
th> historicel petion tnat vobilization of National Cvard aad other
Kegerves was n=c2dsary in war and that reliance on Reserve Fo-ces was as
~ssestial in the auzlear age as it bad been in the past. However, there
were two smevtacats to the mouilizatiun priaciple: ) full
wchilization might not de necessarv: and (2 basty mobilizati~cn wmight be
reeded with lirtle time to prepare mobilized fories for war.

Hetwe: n the ¥Yozean War and the Berlin Orisis

In kis first scmiannual report following the Korean War, Secretary of
Tefense Wilsoan atated: ", ., ., i(rained Reserve unity wust bo available
for de;loyment iwmmediately, not % to 12 months later. we are not
satiafied with the present capaci:y of .ur Reserve forces to moet these
requirements., A greater state of readiness for our keserve forces is
esiential . . . ."?2 Thia concept {. - inmediate depsloment of the
suard ¢r Rose:ve was new as a defernse requirement, and ‘ater became known
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as the Total Force Policy. The lack of reaiiness of the Guard and
Reserve was not new. Two conditions have historically impeded readiness
of the Militia/Guard and Reserves: inadequate =anning levels :-ad
equipment shortages. Prior to the Dick Act of 1903, the colonies/states
were responsible for these conditions, but since then Congress and the
War (Defense) Department have been responsible for these rea.iness
impediments,

The state of readicess of the Regular Armv for izmediate use in war
alsc appears worthy of investigation. At tne time that President Truman
authorized General MacArthur to use ground forces 1in Korea (30 June
1950}, the four US Regular Divisions in Japan were woef{ully understrenz:zh
and deficient in supporting ueapons.53 The Regular Army has, since its
birth, experienceo resdiness frustrations due to manaing and equipping
rastrictions.

The equipment status of the Guard and Rescrve improved siznificantly
following the Korean War but, nevertheless, remained inadequate.
Facilities for operations, training, maintenarce, and storage remained
far short of -equirements. These facts and others were reported by the
Reserve Force Policv Board (KFPB3) in 1953, aud subsequently.s‘

An historically significant event to the US militarv was the absence
of a large demobilization following the Korean Wsr. The kind of huge
dmobilization that occurred foilowing World war 11 fand all previous
wars) was avoided., For the first time, a military manpower posture of
peacetime preparcdness for the Regulars was established.

Following the Korean Wa:, the Active Forces obtained manpower by
vulunteer«, the draft, and requests for Cuaivd and Reserve volunteers.
For example, during PY 54, the Guard and Reserves provided 54,000 men of
the 708,000 enlisted personnel entering a:tive duty. At the end of FY
54, 334,000 pesmbers of the Guard and Reserves were still serving with the
Active forces.

The period between the vnd of ths Korean War in 1953 and the Berlin
Crisis of 1961 was extremely sedulous for the National Guard and the Army
Reserve. Reorganiration of the Guard and Rescrve into the three distinct
categories--Feady, Stanoby, and Retired Reserves--continued, in
dccordance with the Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952, All mezbers of the
National Cuard and memhers of Reserve units belonged (and sctill belongz)
in the Ready Reserve., In addition, the Ready Reserve included (and still
includes) individuals who were not members of units and who were not in a
training pay categndry. It is important to rcalize that the terms "Ready
Reserve' and "Standby Reserve" actually represent the degree of liability
for call to Active duty and do not represent readiness, For exaxaple, on
I July 1993, 1,749,:08 mecbers of the Ready Rescrve were not on active
duty, but only 579,377 of them were actually in training. It is also
important to note that the Ready Reserves in 1954 had the objective of
being ready to fight “within a year" of mobilization.

During FY 54, the Army National Guard began to integrate its
antiaircraft artillery units into tlie defense of the Continental United
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States (CONUS). This air defense misaion was a dramatic change in the
history of the Arwy Uuard, because the participating AAA units were
performing a full-tiwge, 24-hour duty Federal mission while under State
status. By 30 June 1954, i0 Guard AAA batteries had taken over Active
Army sites.

The Guard's Air Dofense Program continued successfullv for 20 years.
After its star: with antiaircraft guns in 1954, the Guard adopted the
NIKI-AJAX missile system in 1957, and then the NIKE-HERCULES missile
system n 1962, As of 307 June 1973, 4,491 officers and men of the Guard
were in the program, located in 27 hatteries and 1l battalions in 10O
states. This program censtituted aver 50 perc:nt of the total coamitmen:
of the Army Air Defense Comnand.’® 1n 1974, trke Secretary of Defense
directed the phase~sut of the Army portion of the CONUS air defense, and
by Octaber 1973 all the Guard's Air Defense Program units had been

deactivatad. %

During the post-Korean War p=ericd, many reorganizations of Cuard
units occurred (and many were still cccurring a decade later during the
Vietqaam War). On 30 Jure 1954, the Army Guard was organized into 5,003
units, not including 722 units that were still on Active duty (which
included the 44th and 47th Infantry Divisiona). The trcop list at the
end of FY 54 included 27 divisions (25 Infantry und 2 Armored), 19
regimental combat teams, 112 antisircraft battalions, and 50 ftield
artillery battalions.®0 Just 5 years later (end of FY 59), the ARNG
structure included 27 divisions (21 Infantry and 6 Armored), 34 air
defense artillery battalions (NIKE), 23 air defense artillery automatic
weapons battalions, 32 air defense artillery gun battalions (75 mm and 90
xm), 58 field arcillery battalions, one regimental combat team, 8 armcred
cavalry regiments and 10 Infantry battle groups.

Numerous reorganizations and branch changes resulted. For example,
in FY 54, the 40th Infantry divisio: and elements of the lllth Armored
Cavalry were converted to an Armored division, and the ll4th Regimental
Combat Team converted to an armor group;62 in 1955, 60,000 Guardsmen
shifted from Infantry to Armor; in FY 56, the 14%9ch, 150th, and 157th
Repimental Corbat Teams converted to an Armored group, a Cavalry group,
and an Artillery group.63 At the aame time, many changes were
accurring to the type of weapons being issued, such as ccaversion to M48
tanks.

The Army Reserve had a totsl strength of 798,026 at the end of FY
53. That year marked the beginning of the implementation of thz Arwed
Forces Reserve Act of 1952, necessitating a complete revision of the
Army's Reserve program, policies, and regulations. On 30 June 1953,
cbout 64,800 company-sized units were in the Army Reserve, organized into
Infantry divisions, and separate battaiions for combat, combat support,
and combat service aupport.6“ At the end of FY 57, the Army Reserve
portior of the Readv Reserves totaled 1,008,438 wmembers. Their units
included 10 Infantry divisions, 12 Infantry Training divisions, 3
maneuver area commands, 156 combat battalions, 1 separate Infantry
regiment, and 5,569 ca%fany-sized units. The number of Reservists in
units totaled 229,848.6
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At the end of FY 59, the Army Keserve structure included 10 Infantry
divisions, 13 training divisions, 2 mareuver ares commands, 1 Infantry
battle group, 2 Engineer amphibious support brigadea, 53 combat
battalions, 53 noncombat type battalions and 138 major headquarters. The
scrength of the Army Reserve at the e¢nd of FY 59 was about the same as
two vears earlicr (1,008,837), and the number of Reservists authorized
drill pay status was 298,642,66

During the first Eiseanhower Administration, Congress passed the
leserve Forces Act of 1955, which placed increased reliance on the
Feserves, and projected enlarging the Ready Reserve to 2,900,000 men by
1970, The Act attempted to correct the manpower acquisition problem,
which had caused much resentment during the Korea War, by curbing the
possible recall of combat veterans in future mobilizations. The Reserve
Forzes Act of 1959 was also important to the readiness condition of the
National Guard and the Reserves. Among other provisions dealing with
enliatment obligations, the Act permitted 6 months of active duty for
basic treining by Guardsmen and Reservists, Subsejuently, 6 months of
detive duty fo- training became mandatory for nomprior service enlistees
in the Guard .nd Reserves.®

B>rlin Crisis

In the swrrer of 1561, che Soviet Union precipitated a crisis over
the status of 3Jerlin. The United States elected to respond by
conventivnal means, in lieu of the "massive retaliation” strategy of the
time. The reacticn required an increase in US general purpose forces.

The Kennedy strategy of freedom of choice (wnich was deemed the
fundamental principle of war by Marshal Foch) w:s wade clear by the
Pregsident in his address to the nation on 25 July 1961: “We intend to
have a wider choice than humiliation cr all-out nuclear war.” The new
strategy of "flexible response" implicitly recogaized the probability of
limited wars and a wide range of threats from nuclear war to guerrilla
insurgencies. This preamble led to the October 1961 partial mobilization
of the Guard and Reserve., The historical significance of that
mobilization for the Berlin Crisis should not be overlooked: for the
first (and only) time in US history the Reserve forces were mobilized not
to fight a war but ss a pure instrument of foreign policy (as distinct
from milicary policy).®

At the time (30 June 1961), the Regular Army numbered 859,000 (11,000
below authorized level) and had 14 divisions, 11 of them combat-ready.
Five of the Regular divisions were in Europe, three were in the Pacific
r:zion (ewo in Eighth Army and one in Hawaii), and the remaining six
*iviaions were in CONUS (three of which were engaged primarily in
training fuactions). Througnout the ictive Army a significant shortage
oi personnel and equipment existed.5?

At the rime of the Berlin Crisis, the Army National Guard had a force
structure of 27 combat divisions, ll separate Infantry batt'e groups, 8
Arrored regiments, 1l medium tank battalions, 91 missile and Air Defense
Arcillery battalions, 57 Field Artillery battalions, and hundreds of
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additional uniis. The Arm; Reserve structure included !0 Infantry
divisions, 13 training divisions, 1 Infantry battle group, 2 Engineer
brigades, 63 comtat battalions, 53 noncombut tattalions, and other
headquarters and units. Like the Active Army, the ARNG and USAR had
critical shor:ages of equipment.’

The strength of the Aruy Reserve in June 1961 was 1,893,747, of which
1,028,168 wese in th> Ready Reserve, bet only 301,796 wwere in paid drill
status. At the same rime, the Army National Guard nuubered 400,455, all
in the Ready Reserve, and 393,807 in a paid drill status.’l

Rather than declaring an 2mcrgency, after which the President could
have mobilized up to one million Reservists in accordance with the
Regserve Forces A:% of 1955, President Xennedy requested Congress to emnact
a Joint Resolution authorizing the mobilization ¢f up to 250,000 men,
The mobilization was deemed uacessary by defense plarners to satisfy
thsee requiremests: (1) additional manpower (ur the Berlin Operatioa
itself; (2} additional mazpower as fillers;, and (3) addicional! uni=<s in
the Strategic Reserve to counter possible Soviet wmilitarv operatioas
elsewhere in the wirld. In effect, the wmobiiization ds not a
declarution cof war, but a declaration of Krieg2sgefahr: a Danger of War.

It is iwmportant to nnte that the Universal M:iiitary Training and
Service Act cf 1951 .88 in effect, and was being used to draft about
8,200 zen per moiach prior to the Berlin Crisis. The draft was increased
to approximately 12,000 in August and to 22,000 in September 1961.72

The text of the 1901 mobilizatiun resolution was as follows:

JOINT RESOLUTION. To authorize the President tn order
units and members in the Ready Reserve to active duty
for n«r more than twelve months, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America in
Congress assemblad, that, notwithstanding any other
provision of law, until July 1, 1962, che President
may, without the couuent of the persons concerned,
order any unit, and any member not assigned to a unit
organized to serve as a unit, in the Ready Reserve of
an armed force to active Jduty for not more than twelve
consecutive months. MHowever, not more than two hundred
and (ifty *housand meubers of the Ready Reserve may be
on active duty (other than for training), without their
consent, under this section at any one time.

Sec. 2. Notwithstarding any other provision of law,
until July 1, 1962, the President may authorize the
Secrelary of 0Defease to extend enlistmects,
appointments, periods of active duty, periods of active
duty for training, periods of obligated service or
other military status, in any components of an armed
force or in the National Guard that expires befure July
1, 1962, for not mor~ than twelve months.’
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The Joint Resolution was enacted as Public Law 87-117 on 1 August
1961, and was implemented by Executive Order 10959 on 10 August 1961. A
total of 155,800 Ready Reservists of the Army, Navy, and Air Force were
mobilized, which was 94,200 less than that authorized by Congress. The
actuai mobilization occurred in two increments. The President ordered to
active duty 77,989 Ready Reserve members commencing on 1 October 1961.
In addition to members of the Navy Reserve, Air Force Reserve, and Air
National Guard {no Marine Reserves or Coast Guard Reservists were
called), the mobilization included 10,809 Army National Guard, 21,359
Army Reserve (unit members), and 14,351 Army Reserve Replacement Pool

Fillers.’4

Effective 19 October 1961, another 73,103 Army Ready Reservists were
mobilized in the second and last phase involving the Army. A totel of
119,622 Army National Guard and US Army Reserve members were mobilized
for the Berlin Crisis. Tszhle 1 provides a breakdown of these statistics
regarding the Army Guard and Army Reserve.’?

TABLE 1

BERLIN CRISIS MOBILIZATION

USAR USAR TOTAL
MOB [TE ARNG UXIT MEMBERS FILLERS ARNG & US'B
1 Oct 61 10,809 21,359 14,351 46,519
15 Oct 61 39,930 8,697 24,476 73,103
TOTAL 50,739 30,056 38,827 119,622

The Army National Guard mobilization consisted of two divisions (32d
Infantry and 49th Armored), one armored cavalry regimeant (150th), and 141
combat and combat support units. Two other Guard divisions (26th and
28th) were alerted for possiole mobilization and underwent accelerated
training at their home stations. The USAR units called were the 100th
Training Division and 296 other support units. The mobilized USAR units
were at about 66 percent of TOE strength. The ARNG's 32d Division and
43th Divisicn were at 69 percent and 62 percent respectively. The units
were brought up to full strength by the receipt of fillers. For example,
the 32d Division got 3,850 fillers while the 49th Division was assigned
5,500 fillers. The 100th Training Division trained more thaan 30,000 men
during its active service. The divisions and nondivisional units
repoited to active dutg with substantially less than 50 percent of their
authorized equipment.’

The two ABRNG divisions were mobilized to reinforce the Strategic Army
Reserve in the United States, specifically the 4th Infantry Division and
Ind Armored Division, in the event these Regular divisions had to deploy
to Germany to strengthen the Seventh Army. The two Guard divisions were
actually assigned to the Strategic Army Corps (STRAC) om 15 February
1962. The 100th Training Division of the USAR became part of the
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training base with the responsibility of trainirg recvuits at Fort
Cnaffee, Arkansas. None of the Guard or Reserve units were deployed

overseas.

The Berlir Crisis mobilization ozcurred 6 years after enactment of
the Reserve Forces Act of 1955, and mobilization procedures and planning
had not received serious attention by 0SD or DA during that period. One
hundred thicteen days after Congress passed tne Beriin Crisis
mobilization resolution, and 62 days after M-Day, the Department of
Defense issusd a memorandum to the Service Secretaries setting forth DOY
policy regarding de' vs and exemptions to the mobilization. During FY
62, and following the Berlin Crisis mobilization, the wilitary services
screened the Ready Reserve as required by the Reserve Forces Act of
1955. The screening process removed 720,388 froa a total of 3,337,640
Guardsmen and Reservists f-om the Ready Reserve. These individuals were
transferred to the Standby Reeerve or the Retired Reserve (294,460), or

were discharged (485,928).77

Thnere were, of course, challenzes on the floor of Congress to the
1961 Mobilization. The controvers'es centered on ecuitable service and
unit integrity--the same issues that had occurred during the Korean
mobilization. Chairman Russell, of the Committee on Armed Services, for
example, insisted that the mobilization be conducted i1 such a mamner
that the obligation of defense would he shared as widely as possible.
Specifically, he suggested that those Reservists ". . . who had done the
shortest period of active duty and who were on a pay status should be
~called before those who had done a long term of active duty and those who
were not receiving any pay at all were called up."73 Testimony at the
Senate haaring on a 1962 Mobilization Resolution (similar te that of
19€l) is pertinent to these issues of equitable burden and unit integrity
(testimony is condensed):

Secretsry McNamara: Of the 148,000 ([sic} we called
from the Reserves, 66,000 were men with only 6 months'
active service; 54,000 were men with more than S5 wmonths
active service, but men who were on paid drill status,
and only 28,000 out of 328,000 were men from the
Reserves called back invecluntarily who had more than 6
months' active service and who were not oan paid drill

status,

Now, it was that 28,000, small though it be, perhaps 9
perceat of the total net increase, that caused most of
our :irouble. We did make some errors and I think those
errors were applied particularly to that group. Some
of those men were poorly selected, and I think we could
avoid that situation to a considerable degree in the

future,

Chairman Russell: So you. had to call 28,000 who were
not on pay status while passing up several hundred
thousand that were being paid directly.
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I am awere of all the arguments about the necessity of
maintaining unit integrity, but I am very atrongly
convinced that we must have the most fair and equitable
sharing of responsibility of military service possible
to attain,

There are many 6-month men who were not called up,
while many others who had served more than 6 months
were, because the former persons were in a unit?

Secretary McNamars. That is ccrrect.

Nonethzlecs, this change you suggest would be a
desirable one from our point of view. We dida't
request it ourselves because in the hearings before the
Senate and the House a year ago, members o“ both Lodies
expressed a desire that we not take action that would
result in breaking up units and it wss ior that
specific reason that we worded the provision as we have.

Chairman Russell, I don't want to break up units but
it seems to me that wbere vou have a few men in a urit
who have don: € months, and you are calling up outside
of units men who have done 16 monchs, that justice
would demand rhat tbe men who had done the 6 mcntbs
have an opportunity to serve a time longer.

Secretary McNamara, Mr. Chairman, we have so many
contradictory objectives. We would like to maintain
unit integrity but, at the sane time, assuring equity
in calling men to scrvice.??

Another of the controversial issues of the 1961 mobilization was the
use of a congressional resolution, rather than a declaration of emergency
by the President, as the legal basis of motilization. This question, and
the Administracion response, were as follows:

Chairman Russell. Mr. Secretary, under ststutory powers, if the
President declares an emergency, he has the autbori’y to call up a
million for a period of up to 24 months. 1 am counstantly asked why
the Congress 1s called on to .ake this responsibility of ordering
this call up, and wby the President doesan't do it uander his
emergeicy DOWErS.

Sec-etary McNsmara. Yes, Mr. Chairman, [ believe tbis is a
desirable resolution even chough the President does have the power
to declare a national emergency and under that declaration to call
up 1 million men, because, first, at times of crises and tension
sucb as those we are ir and face in the near future, it is
essential, we believe, that the world understand the unity with
wvhich we are acting, the unity tetween the executive branch and the
Congress and rapresenting the unity of the Americsa people.
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Seconaly, to apply the authority the President has to cail a
nationai emergency with all of the other powers that gives him, and
to use that declaration as a basis for calling perhaps 150,000 men
or perhaps even a lesser number, may increase the tensions and the
crisis Levoud what is necessary, and may tend to inflame the
sitvirion *aat we would try to mee* withour che aura of emergency
that declzaration wouic applv to it.

For bHoth tihose reasons, thereforz, we believe it wise to request the
acthority covered by this resolution, 80

The 196 mobilization reveaied sericus *laws in mobilization planning
ard execution:

1. Selec:zisn of 4units tor callup., Scme units selected for

mobilization weve seriousiy deficient 11 both personmel and ejuipment,
Readiness condifions were not known o were ignered.

2. Faiiure "o properly notify Reserviats ¢f recall. Mary were not
s'ven the reguired 30 days notice.

3. rcessive requiremenie for filler personnel., Peacerime
authurized strength of units hac been so low that many fillers were
a»-ded to r.ise the mobilized vnits to fuli: TUE strength.

4, Poor selaction of fitlers.

5. Failure of the military departments to properly screen the Ready
Reserves.

6. Operational readiness was too low. Maany units required ezceasive
time to be ready cperstionally--due to recent reorgznizerions, low
marning lovels, and lack of modern equipment.

i Six-wonth crainzes were not used us fillers., Too few recruits

were called, while tvo many prior-servire men were recallad.

8. FE®quipment shor-tages. Over 10,500 items of Nationsl Cuard
equip.ent ware withdrawm from nonmobilized units to support units that
wete mohilized. No one was surprised at the shortage of modern equipme-t
for Guard and Reserve uwits. Such knowladge, however, ai¢ not wak2 this
isrue izrelevant or incomsequential,

9. Use of mobilized troops. Considerable discontent coxisted among
the mooilized Guard and Reserve troops because they weve uced to beef-«up
trnas active strategic res2rve in CONUS rather than being sent to Europe.
Such use during the Vietnaz War also caused much consternation, which
«ill be review:d in Chapter 4 of this study.

The Berlir Crisis ebated in 1962 and demobilization occurred. The
autterity granted b Public Law 87=117 to mobilize a portior of the Ready
Reserve expired ou 1 .July 1962, Presi’unt Kennedy vequested renewed
mobilization zuthewity (for 150,000 Ready Reservists), which was
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incorporated into Senate Joint Resolution 224 ia September 1962. The
purpose of the request was not predicated on a specific crisis at the
time, but upon a potential meed for a call-up of Reserve Forces to allow
a flexible US conventional response should & crisis occur. Congress
passed the legislation but it was never implemented.

One of the interesting combinations of circumstances pertained to the
President's letter of 7 September 1962 requesting renewed mobilization
authority. President Kennedy wrote, "In my judgment this renewed
authorization is necessary to permit prompt and effective responses, as
necessary, tu challenges which may be presented in any part of the free
world . . . ."8l The letter was addressed to the Speaker of the House
of Representutives, John W. McCormack, and more to the point it was also
2ddressed, as was customary, to the President of the Senate, Lyndon B.
Johnson. As we shall see in the next chapter, the Kennedv rationale for
mobilization during the Berlin Crisis was lost on President Johnson

during tke buildup of forces in Vietnam.

Secretary of the Army Elvis J. Stahr, Jr., expressed this view about
the 1961 mobilization:

1 have observed with deep pride and satisfaction the
efficient manner in which Reserve Couwponent units have
been brought ianto the active Army during the curcent
expansion.

The orderly execution of this difficult opecration is
attributable to outstanding teamwork among the Army
National Guard, the Army Reserve, the Adjutants General
of the several States, and the active Army. It clearly
reflects the quality of Army mobilization planning, the
fundamental sovndness of our Reserve structure, and
firm and fsrsighted military leadership at all levels,

I want to say, further, that I have sincereat
admiration for the spirit in which the officers and men
of units sunmoned to service have responded to the call
of duty. Their sense of purpose and selfleas
dedication to mission establish high standards for the
Nation as a whole in these critical times.

The Secretary of the Army also said: '"The mobilization was the most
efficient in the history of the country; however, problems were revealed
in the areas of personnel strength, equipment status, and training
levels."82 He also reported: '"Fortunately for the Nation, the
Guardsmen and Reservists stood ready to respond to the President's call.
As they have so often before, they came from the cities, the farms, and
the hamlets, often at substantial sacrifice, but always with the full
knowledge that they were doing their duty."sa

A lesson in the wisdom of mobilization for deterrence, which could
have applied to the Vietnam War, is illustrated by the partial
mobilization of 1961. President Kennedy described his callup decision as
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having the purpose "not to wia the war, but to help pravent a war."
Cnancellor Adenauer of West Germany repnrtedly wrote Kennedy that, in his
opinion, '"the prime tactor influencing Khrushchev in his shcs-down on
Berlin was the swift buildup of the American forces."85 The lesson,
then, is this: whenever it is necessary to meet a significant threat,
mobilization of the Guard and Reserves will produce a deterrent effect,
even if they are rectained in CONUS. If political deterrence fails, and
war occurs, mobilized forces are 1mmediately available for wmilitary
utilization. We cannot xknow what effect amcbilization in 1965 would nave
tad on Ho Chi Minh ana Genaral Vo Nruven G 1p. We do know, however, the
results of a war that witnessed a iate and half-hearted limited
aobilization,

Between the Berlin and Victnag Mobilizatigns

The Cuhan Crisis of 1962 was caused by the introduction of Soviet
nuclezr—capable boubers 2nd medium-range ballistic wmissiles iuto Cuba.
Tha entire US defense establishment was placed on alert status in
October, and preparation was mace for the mobilication of high priority
Aruy National Guard and Arumy Reserve units. Although 14,000 Air Force
Reserviats waere calied to active duty (for 1 amonth), no Army Guard or
Aramy Resaerve umnits or individuals were actually called into Federal

service.

The 1960's were particuizrly turbulent ycars for the Army Guard and
army Reserve, Secretary of Defense McNamara, unhappy with the readiness
of the RC during the Berlin Crisis, began in FY 62 to form a smaller,
quicker responding Reserve. During FY 62, he elimineted four ARNG
divisions and in May 1963, further trimmed 802 units from the Guard
structure, The Army Reserve was also resheped beginning in FY 62, losing
4 of 1ts 10 combat divizions aud other units.

A majnr controversy beginniug in FY 63 was Secretary McNamara’s plan
(publically »znounced at a press conference cn 12 December 1964) to merge
units of th« Army Reserve into the Army National Guard and to reduca the
size of all the Keserves from 770,000 to 550,000 and the number of units
from 8,100 to 6,000, His plan included the elimination of 15 ARNG
divisions and 6 USAR divisicns, which would have left the Gusrd with 8
divisions ard 16 separate brigades, and the Army Reserves would have had
no units at all.

Although tha major plan was blocked by Congress, the Army National
Guard and Army Reserve were further reorganized substantially beginning
in FY 63 and lasting through FY 68. Refer to Tables 2 and 3 fcr a
summaty of the changes to the Army Guard and Army Reserve in terms of
strength, number of units, aad major orgsnizations during these hectic
yesr3. Ag iilustrated in these tables, the Army National Guard had a net
reduction of 1,279 units (30 percent) during this 6-year period, which
included a major war in Vietnam. The ARNG strength, meanwhile, remained
relatively stabie. Curing this dizzying period, the Army Guard had a net
loas of 19 combat divisions, 11 battle groups, 5 division command
headquarters, 3 armored cavalry regiments, and 39 battalions. The Army
Gusrd had a net gain of i8 separste brigades, B2 headquarters units, and
54 sepsrate companics and detachments.
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During the same period (between FY 63 and the end of FY 68), the Army
Reserve also underwent considerable reorganization. For example, the
USAR was reduced by 682 units (16 percent), while its paid drill training
strength did not vary significaatly. The USAR lost six combat divisiona
and essentially all of its combhat and combat support units, while
increasing a great deal in combat service support units. During FY 67,
the 14 US Arny Corps {(created in 1958 and 1959), wnich were key
headquarters for command and control ot USAR units, were eliminated and
their functions were transferred to the five Continental US Armies and to
18 nely established USAR general officer commands.

The reorganizativa of the Army Guard and Army Reserve was
particularly extensive during FY 68 (at which time the Vietnam Wsr was
raging), despite Acts of Congress (DOD Appropriations Bill for FY 68 and
the Reserve Forces Bill of Rights and Vitalizatiom Bill [PL 90-168]) to
limit an Army plan for realigning the Reserves. During FY 68, the Army
National Guard was reduced from 4,00l units to 3,034--a reduction in
units of 25 percen*. The USAR was also changed in this year (but not as
dramatically as the ARNG) which loct 93 units, including one combat
brigade. The Secretsry of Defense reported the following about the FY 68
reorganizacion: "The reorganization of the Reserve Compo..nts had an
immediate effect on readiness as wany individuals rtequired retraining
because of changes in skill requir.ments."

The Dominizan Republic Crisis in 1965 involved the vs2 of Regular
forces to prevent a Communist takeover of that country. Om 2% April,
President Johnson diverted advance elements of the 82nd Airborne
Division, then en->ute co Vietnam via Puerto Rico, to th: airbase of San
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Strength

Federaliy reorganized units
Inf Ofv

Mech Mv

Arevored Div

feparate Brigade

Oiv Cmd Hy

Battle Groug

Scout 8n

inf Bn

Armored bn

Armored Cav Regitent
Armo-ed Cav Squadron
MA Bn

Field Arty 3n
Suppo~t Bn

Special Feroes Gp
Svecial Forces Co/Det
rfeadquarters U {its
Senarate Co/Dot

M Gp g

ADA 8rigade riq
Corps Arty Hq

Engr Brigade Hq

Spt 8ri jade Hq

WP Brigade g

Trans Corps Hq

L sy .

TABLE 2

ARNG ORGANIZATIONS FY 62-68%

0 Jun 62 30Jun 63 30Junb64 30Jun b5 30 Jun 66 30 Jun 67 30 Jun 68
393,807 361,080 381,546 378,985 420,924 418,074 389,182
4,212 4,005 4,003 3,999 3,995 4,001 3,034
21 170 17 17 7 7 5

0 o 0 0 0 0 1

§ b 6 6 3 § 2
0 4 7 7 to 10 184

0 5 5 5 5 5 o

n 9 o ] ¢ (] 0

2 2 2 2 2 2 2

() 24 21 2 21 F4l 10

16 25 16 16 15 1% 13

7 ? 7 7 7 7 $

¢ 0 H 1 1 1 2

62 50 47 47 44 4 k3|
66 79 13 72 72 72 53

62 66 &6 66 66 66 60

4 3 3 3 2 2 2

12 13 16 16 1" 1 13
193 190 174 174 174 174 264
551 440 406 409 an 17 605

0 (] 0 0 0 o 1

0 0 (] () 0 o 2

0 o (] 0 0 0 2

0 0 () 0 () 0 2

0 0 0 0 0 0 1

¢ 0 0 o (] 0 2

0 0 0 0 0 0 1

a. Cata from Arnual Report of Chief, NGB, FY 62-68,
b. During 7Y 63, 211 23 divisions began reorganfzation to ROAO TOEs.

¢. Ealistnen*s wverc ordered reduced to meet budget of 400,000,

personnel in sobilized units,
d. Includes 14 Inf, 2 Mech, 1 Airborne, 1 Armored.

Excludes
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TABLE 3

USAR Organizatioms FY 63 - FY 68%

30 Jun 63
Strength® 236,985
Federally reorganfized units 4,164
Cosbat Dfvisions 6d
Training Divistons 13
Divisional Cad Hg 3
Vineuver Area Cads 2
Separate Inf Brigade 4
Engineer Brigade Hq 4
Corps Aty Hq 1
Special Forces Groups 5
Special Forces Companies 15
Commands 14
Centers 35
Depots 14
Groups 79
Separate Battalfons 142
Battalfon Hq - 115
Corps ‘ugmentation 15
Separate Companfes/Det 1,328

Strength

Federally reorganized units
Combat Divisions
Training Divisions
Siwisional Cad Hq
Maneuver Area (mds
Air Defense Battalions
Full Army Support (mds
Suppert Brigade
Adjutant General Units
Civil Affairs Units
COSTAR Units

Firance Units

JAG Units

Hospital Unfts

W Battalions

Public Info Units
PSYOPS Units

Garrison Units
Terminal Units

30 Jun 68

204,239¢
3,482

13

-
B.—ono

53
163
2€
226
106

24

19

3. Examiration of DOD Annual Reports for the period in focus (FY 62 through FY 68)

reveals no USAR structure, exceds® for the RFPB Report for FY 63 and the Secretary of
the Army Report for FY 68. Unfortunately, the structure format of these two reports
Furthermore, the Annual Reports of the Secretary of Defesse cn

i1s not consistant.

Zeserve Forces for this perfod provide no USAR organization tables of any kind

except in FY 68, which {s the same data as the FY 68 DOD Annual Report,

b. Patd-drill training strengths,

¢. Excludes personnet in mobil{zed units.

d. The six divisions began reorganization into tr.e ROAD concept durfng FY 63.

28

A




e [em— ——- P

Isidro in Santo Domingo. By 3 Decexber 1965, all US forces, except one
Arav brigade ind support troops, had been withdriwn from the Dominicar

Republic.8

A major development affecting the Reserve Components in 1365 was the
creation of the Selected Reserve Force (SRF) to "offset the deployment
iof Regular Forces] now planned to Southeast Asia and to provide some
additional aew forces for possible new deployment and be prepared to deal
with crises elsewhere 1n the world."90 The objective was to greatly
inu.rezse the readiness of the selected units to mobilize within 7 days
afrer alert and enter active duty at 93 percent strength. The planned
SRF force wis for 150.007 in 476 units. OCf this total strength, 96,309
were in combat and combat supporc units and t.e balance (53,700) in
combat gervice support. .he initial contributiun by the Army Guard was
7%4 units, whizh included all the SRF combat units plus 22,400 of the
53,740 cocbat service support rannirg. The Army Reserve initially
contribured 232 comba: service support units, with a strength of
31,206.91

By the time SRF wis abandoned or 30 Septemoer 1969, the National
vuard SRF cowmpositicn was 89,039 Guardsmen in 622 c¢cmpany/detachaent
units, located in 49 scates and 798 communities. This Guard force was
orgsnized in two Infantry divisions (zbth and 42nd), three Irfantry
briganes (39th, 40th, and 256th), cne armored Cavalry regimenc (ll6th),
34 separate bactalicrs, lC neadquarters urits, 3 evacuation hospitals,
and 197 company/detachmert rize unizs.?? The USAR compnsition of the
SRF at the ¢nd of the progrsm was 48,339 personnel in 501 units.”

The Guard Experience in State Services, Domestic Disturbances in Federal
Status and in Minor Wars

Thus far in this chapter, the focus has been on the mobilization and
use of the Militia/National Guard and the Army Reserve in major wvars, A
sectict on the Beclin Crisis of 1901 was added beciuse that partial
mobilizatio. exverience was to contribute to the mobilization dacisicns
to be made during the Vietnam War. This linkage is further addressed in
the next chapters.

Bafore ending this chapter, however, it is important to review
another nind of mobilizstion that hss been prevalent in US history. No
mcbilization perspective would be complete without an understanding of
the use of the National Guard for State service, for domestic
disturbances wnile in a Fede:cl status, and for minor wars.

National Guird in State Service. The concept of an obligaticn by
Citizen-3Snldiers to their State dates to the original Colonies. Althouzh
the lixit of cbliysation was transformed from the State to the Federal
Government during US history, the State-Mission of the National Guard has
continued as a fundamental premise. 1Indced, the principle of the
ZJitizen-Soldier was so important that it was written into the US
Constitution, which contains the following principal military clauses:




Article I, Section 8. The Congress shall have
power . . .:

To declare war, gvant lettera of marque and reprisal,
and make rules concerniang captures on land and water.

To raise and support armies, but no appropriaticm of
money to that use shall be for a longer tera than two
years.

To provide and waintain a navy.

To ma'e rules for the government and regulation of the
land and naval forces.

To provide for calling forth the Militia tc execute the
lavs of the union, suppress insurreccions and re el
invasions.

To provide for organizing, arming and disciplining the
Militia, and for governing such part of them as may be
enployed in the service of the United Statee, reserving
to the state respectivaly, the appointment of the
officers, end che authority of training the Milicia
according to tha discipline prescribed by Congress.

Article II, Section 2. The President shall be
Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy of the United
States, and the Militia of the several states, when
called into the actual service of the

Unitad States . . . .

In addition, Article II of the Bill of Rights (the second
Coustitutional Ameundment) recognizes the right and need of the
Citizen-Soldier to keep and bear arms in the interests of a

vell-regulated Militia.

So it is, then, that the National GCuard (Army and Air) has a dual
status and a dual mission, making it a unique American wilitary

institution:

1. As tha National Cuard of the several States,
respectively, to provide sufficient organizatiouns in
=ach state, so trained and equipped as to enadle them
to function efficiently at existirg etrength in the
protection of life and property and the preservation of
pcace, order, and public safety, under competert orders
of the State authorities.

2, Ae the Army Nationsl Guard of the United States to
provide units of the reserve components of the Army,
adequately organized, trainea, and equipped, available
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for mobilization in the event of national emergency or
war in accordance with deployment schedules, and
capable of participating in combat operations in
support of the Army's war plans.

Use of the National Guard for State duty (State mobilization) has
been extensive gince its inception in the Colonial period. Although the
form and scope of domcstic emergencies have changed in the United States
in the past three centuries, the National Guard has always been vital in
responding to the public need by providing disaster assistance and
maintaining law and order.

The National Gusrd, in its State status, is the ultimate posse
comitatus for preservation of domestic law and order, since the Guard i
not restricted for such utilizaticn as is the Regular Army by the Posse
Comitatus Act (Federal law of 1878;. Th2 protection of life and proparty
and the preservetion of peace, order, and public safety during Stsate
amcbilizations are extremely important missions of the National Guard.

They always have been.

The history of the Guard in perforwming its State mission is far too
extensive to detail in this study, since a full-length book would be
required to treat the State callups. Suffice to say that the Guard has
been .alled to protect property in disaster areas, set up emergency
ccwunications .and electrical power, rescue the distreseed, and feed and
shelter the homeless and destitute. They have cleared roads, fought
fires and floods, transported food and water, and saved lives and
property in fires, explosions, floods, and storms. Scarcely a day goes
by that cthis vital, continuous and extensive service is not provided
somewhere in th~ United States by the National Guard in the state status.

National Guard in Domes:ic Distutbances. During US history, the
Militia/National Guard has been used over a hundred times in restoriag
law and order, to uphold Pederal law and to protect Federal property.
Among thess activities iu early US history were the following:

State Militia suppressed Shays' Rebellion in 1786-87.

Militia regiments from the States helped crack the
Whiskey Insurrection in 1794,

Militia composzd part of the force in 1799 to put down
the Fries Rebelliou.

State Militia suppressed violent outbreaks against the
Mormons in Missouri (1835) and Illinois (1844-46).

The Militia marched to duty numerous times during the
great railroad strikes of 1877 and 1894,

In 1957, Presidcnt Eisenhower ordered the National Guard of Arkansas
(and the Regulars) to eaforce racial integration in the schools in Licttle
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Rock. The US Constitution provides that the Militis may serve in Federal
service for three explicit reasons: to enforce the laws of the nation,

to supprass insurrection, and to repel invasion. The 1957 callup of the
Arkansas National Guard was in accordance with the first of these

provisions,

President Kennedy federalized the entire Mississippi National Grard
in 1962 to support the Supreme Court ordered admission of James Meredith
to the University of Mississippi. On 11 June 1963 President Kennedy
ordered the entire Alabama Guard into Federal service to preserve order
during the integration of the University of Alabams. The President
repeated this act in the fall of 1963 for the integration of publi:
schools, Finally, President Johnson federalized part of the Alabama
Guard in 1965 to protect freedom marchers organized by Martin Luther

King' Jr.

A large part of the California Guard was twice on State duty during
the Watts problems in 1965. The Illinois Guard was used in 1966 in riot
control in Chicago, and the Ohio Guard served om riot duty in Cleveland
in July 1966. Other examples of the Guard's State mission include
Milwaukee, Wisconsin, Dayton, Ohio, and San Francisco, California in
1966. During 1967, the Guard served on State riot control duty in
Newark, New Jersey, and Detroit, Michigan. During FY 68, thousands of
National Guardsmen vere employed during civil disturbances 75 times ir 50
cities in 29 states.

Similarly, Guardemen served on State duty for civil diaturbance
operations in 1969 and 1970. For example, during just the month of May
1970, the Guard served 24 times at 21 different universities (including
Kent State University) in 16 states to countrol rioting students induced
by the decision to bomb in Cambodia. %

Minor Wars. In addition 3o the Militia/National Guard having fought
in every major war involving the United States, the Militia/Guard also
was an important element in numerous "minor" wars, For example, the
Colonists were engaged in fuir wars: King Williem's War (1689-97), Queen
Anne's War (1701-13), Ring George's War (1744-48), and the French and
Indian War (1756-63). Between 1790 and 1898, thu Army engaged in 14
named campaigns against the American Indians, and the Miliria
participated in many of them. The Militia was called from five states in
1836 during the Texas War of Independence. Militia troops were used in
the troubles with Mexico in 1866 and the Philippines Insurrection

(1899-1902).
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CHAPTER 3
1965~67 NONMOBILIZATION FOR THE VIETNAM WAR

One of the major decisions in recent US military history was the
denial of a simple and fundamental military premise during the Vietnam
War. The proposition that the National Guard and Reserves would be
called to active Federal service had been proven in every other major war
involving US Army forces. Never before in the history of this country
had a President declined to use in war forces whose very purpose was for
that contingency. That a significant mobilization for the Vietnam War
did not occur is one of the key passages of US military history. This
chapter examines the extent to which mobilization was considered by the
President and his advisers during the first three years of the ground war
{1965-67) and the rationale behind the decision not to mobilize the Guard
and Reserve during this period. The next chapter treats the partial
mobilization of 1968.

Roots of US Involvement in Vietnam

Unlike the Korean War, the Vietnam War did not burst suddenly upon
the American scene. US attention tc Indochina began during World War II
when US military strategy accepted British military primacy in Southeast
Agia. Following WW II, the United States provided modest aid to French
aad Viet Minh forces in 1945, and accepted French sovereignty over
Indochina. By 1946, the United States was concerned that Ho Chi Minh and
the Viet Minh were in league with the Kremlin. In 1949, the Chinese
Nationalist Government collapsed. The outbreak of the Korean War in 1950
confirmed the US view that containment of the Communists was necessary in
Asia as well as in Europe to thwart their worldwide aggressive designs.

President Truman stepped up military assistance in 1950 io the forces
of France and the states of Indochina. Thereafter, the United States was
deeply involved in the developing war. When enteriag offic* in Jaruary
1953, President Eisenhower inherited Truman's policy and saw every reason
to expand it. The United States paid for alwmost all of the French war
corts, and increased the supply of military equipmeni, as well as the US
military advisory mission in South Vietnam. However, US policy
stipulated that there would be no direct US military involvement in
lndochina. The 1954 Geneva Conference did not result in peace in
Southeast Asia. The Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO)
established a collective defense arrangement which was ratified by the US
Senate on 1 February 1955 (by a vote of 82-1). Following the Geneva
Accords, the signing of the SEATO Treaty, and Dien Bien Phu, the United
States replaced the French in South Vietnam. The Commurist
Party in South Vietnam formally launched the armed phase of its
revolution in 1959 and was given public commitment by North Vietnam in
1960. When John F. Kennedy began his presidency in Jatuary 1961, the
situation, militarily and politically, had deteriorated :zonsiderably and
President Kennedy, determined to avoid the loss of South Vietram,
significantly steppad up American military involvement.!l

At the end of calendar year 1960, 875 US military personnel were in
South Vietnam. When Lyndon B. Johnson became President of the United
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States on 22 November 1963, 16,236 US military were there. Johnson was
the fourth consecutive U3 President who was committed to battling the
Comrunists in Southeast Asia, and so the US endeavor continued to grow.
On 20 June 1964, General William C. Westmoreland became Commander of the
US Military Assistance Command, replacing General Paul D, Harkins. The
Gulf of Tonkin incidents (2nd and 4th of August 1964) resulted in a Joint
Resolution by Congress on 7 August (by a unanimous vote in the House and
a vote of 88 to 2 in the Senate) authorizing the President to "take all
necessary measures'' to safeguard US forces and to prevent further

aggression,?

Ground Combat Forces Deploved in 1965

The first momentous year of the Vietnam War regarding manpowver
mobilization was 1965. On 6 March of that year, Prcsident Johnson
decided to support General Westmoreland's request of 20 February 1965 for
two US Marine 3attalion Landing Teams (3,500 men) to be deployed to Da
Naag to take up base security missions. The Marines landed two days
later, and aithcugh there were already over 20,000 American servicemen in
Vietnam, this was the first use of US ground combat units. The United
States had zalready been conducting an air war=-FLAMING DART began 7
February 1965 and ROLLING THUNDER began oa 2 March 1965, for example—and
Da Nang's safety was considered critical in the continued use of US air
pover.,

The buildup of combat unite in Vietnam continued, not merely for bsse
security, but for offensive ground operations. On 11-14 April 1965, two
additional Marine BLTs landed in South Vietnam; two battalions of the US
Army's 173d Airborne Brigade (from Okinawa) arrived at Vung Tau on 5 May;
three Marine BLTs landed at Chu Lai on 7 May; lst Battalion, Royal
Australian Regiment closed RVN in early June; two more Msrine BLTs landed
on 1 and 6 July; the 2d Brigade, lst Infantry Division (three battalions)
arrived in Vietnam from the United States on 12 July; lst Brigade, 10lst
Airborne Division (three battalions) arrived on 29 July; three Marine
BLTs landed on 14-15 August; the lst Air Cavalry Division (eight
bactalions) closed in RVN on 28 September; the remainder of the lst
Infantry Division (six battalions) arrived 7 October; and a full division
of ROK forces (nine battalions) closed RVN on 8 November. In summary,
there were 44 maneuver battslions of US and allied forces deployed to RVN
in 1965: 12 US Marine Corps, 22 US Army, 1 Australian, and 9 South
Kirean., At year's end, the US strength in South Vietnam was 184,314.4

when the buildup of ground combat forces began in 1965, the Army
National Guard and Army Reserve had a Ready Reserve paid strength of
695,000. The total paid strength in trne seven Reserve Components at that
rime numbered slightly over one million. In 1965, the Reserve Components
of the Army had a combined structure of 23 divisions, L1 separate
brigades, and some 8,000 units.> Immediately prior to deploying the
Army's first combat units (173d Airborne Brigade from Okinawa) to Vietnesm
ia May 1965, the Regular Army had a strength of about 970,000, with 42
percent deployrd overseas, organized into 16 divisions, 4 RCTs, 7
separate brigade:, and 7 special forces groups.
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The 6~month active duty-for-training program (Public Law 88-110) was
in its 10th year of operation in 1965, and had produced one williom
basically trained men for the Ready Reserve. To insure that the Ready
Reserve was composed of personnel available for mobilization, a screeaing -
process was continued as required by US law at the time (Sectiom 271,
Title 10, UsC). During FY 65, 2,408,571 Ready Reserve personnel were
screenad, resulting in 529,853 of them being released from the Ready
Reserve. (Abcut hali of these were discharged and half were transferred
to either the Stindby or Retired Reserves,)’

bilizatiqy ic 1965

On 2 April 1965, the Joiat Chiefs of StaSf (JCS) asked the Secretary
of Defcase ia JCSM 233-65 for an incressed ability to wage the war by
removing "all administrative iupedimeats that hamper us ia the
prosecution of this war.” This request included authority *to extead
military terms of service and to conduct coasultatioas with Coogress on
mobilizing the Guara and Reserves.B

Paul H. Nitze {Secretary of the Navy) reported that both he and
Secreisry McNamara favored wobilization in 1965: "“We also thought that
there snould be a grecater comaitment of support by Congress, sand that the
w1y you could gzet tiat would be to put a bill into the Congress asiing
for the power to call up the Reserves."?

On 13 July, Sacrecary McNamara stated that if inrcreased numbers of
Amurican troops were to be sent to South Vietnam, "it will be necessary
*o coisider caliing up Reserves, extending tours, and increasiag the
drate."10 on 17 July, Deputy Secretary of Defense Vance iaformed
Secretary McNamara (by catle since the Secretary was ian South Vietnam)
that Presidea® Jonnson Jas favorably disposed to the callup of Reserves
and extension of tours uf active duty personnel.ll

Secretary M:Namara returned to Washiagton 20 July and reported
icxmediately to the President. Among his recommendations was one to ask
Congress for the authority to call up 235,000 members of the National
Cuard and Reserves. He also prcposed increased recruitweant, larger draft
calls, and extensions of tours, to raise the size of the Regular Armed
forcea by 375,000 for a totsl increase of 600,000 by mid-1966. 12

The Pregident consiiered McNamara's proposals very carefully: he met
with hie top advisors at the White House on 21 July; with the JCS and
Secretacivs of military depurtments the following day; other advisors on
22 July at the White House and at Camp Devid oa 25 July. The Pcesident
assexhled the Mational Security Council on 27 July, and gave his view
that there were five choices regauraing Vietnam, and which of these

options he favored:

We can bring the eansmry to his knees by using our
Strategic Air Command, I said, describing our first
option. Another group thinks we ought to pack up and
go home.
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Third, we could stay there as we are-—and suffer the
conse uences, continue to lose territory and take
casualties. You wouldn't want your own boy to be out
there crying for help and not get it.

Then, we could go to Congress and ask for great sums of
money; we could call up the Reserves and increase the
draft; go on a war footing, declare a state of
emergency. There is a good deal of feeling that ought
to be done. We have considered this. But if we go
into that kind of land war, then North Vietnam would go
to its friends, China snd Russia, and ask them to
help. They wculd be forced into increasing aid. For
that reason 1 don't want to be overly dramatic and
cause tensions, I think we can get our resple to
support us without having to be top provocative and
wsrlike (emphasis added).

Finally, we can give our commanders in the field the
men and supplies they say they need.

1 had concluded that the last course was the right
one. I had listened to and weighed all the arguments
and counterarguments for each of the possible lines of
action. 1 believed that we should do what was
necessary to resist aggression but that we should not
be provoked into a major war. We would get the
required appropriation in the new budget, and we would
not boast about what we were doiig. We would not make
threatening scenes to the Chinet or the Russians by
calling up Reserves in large numbers. At the same
time, we would press hard on the diplomatic front to
try to find some path to a peaceful settlement.

I asked if anyone objected to the course of action I
had spelled out. I questioned each man in turn. Did
he agree? Each nodded his approval or said ’yel.’13

The President alsoc reported in his memoirs that even then (27 July
1965) the nonmobilization decisioz was .ot final. He next met with the
leaders of Congress on the evening of 27 July. Following these sessions
with key civilian and military advisors, the President held a press
conference on 28 July at which he explained the US commitment of ground
combat forces to resist Communist aggression in South Vietnam. 1In his
prepared statements he said:

First, we intend to convince the Communists that we
cannot be defeated by force of arms or by superior
powver. They are not casily convinced. In recent
months they have greatly increased their fighting
forces and their attacks and the number of incidents,
I have asked the Commanding General, General
Westmoreland, what more he needs to meet this mounting
aggression. He has told me. We will meet his needs.
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I have today ordered to Vietnam the Airmobile Division
and certain other forces which will raise our fighting
streugth from 75,000 to 125,000 men almost
icmediately. Additicnal forces will be ueeded later,
and they will pe sent as requested. This will make it
necessary to Increase our active fighting forces by
raising tne monthly draft call from 17,000 over a
perivd of time to 35,00C per month, and for us to step
Jp our campaign for voluntary enlistments.

Afrer this past week of deliberations, I have concluded
that it is not eisential to order Reserve units into
servic2 now. (emphasis added) If that necessity should
later be indicatad, [ will give the matter more careful
con-®_.eration and [ wil! give the country due and
adequate notice before tsking such action, hut only
aftec full preparations.l®

Whatever was persorally felt by the political. wilitary, and
intelligerce players in 1965, and by cbservers, they all shared one thirg
in common: they recognized that the 44 combat battalions deployed to
Viersam in 1965 was the crossing of a major threshold and tne beginning
of a major new course whose end was not in sight, Generul Westmoreland's
plans called for increasing the troops in Vietnam and an expectation that
the war would last well beyond a year. The suthors of US Vietnam
Relaticas made the tollowing conclusion pertaining to mveilization and
length of the war in the 1965 period:

The decision not to call up the Reserves, which was
made sowe time during the week just prior to the
Pregident's press conference of 28 July, indicarted that
the President also expected the war to last in Vietnam
well beyond a year. No doubt the Secretary of Defense
told unim that without a declaration of national
emergency--a move the President found politically
unpaiatable--the Reserves as an asset would be fully
expended in one year, leaving the military
establishment in worse shape than before if the war
still ccntinued.

US military contingaoncy plans in Indochina, which were being drafted
as early as the 1950's, were based upon the caupaigi in Korea, upon the
fundamental concept of the massive use of force——air power, naval power,
and ground power--and upon concurreat mobilization of the Guard and
Reserve. Mobilization was a cornerstone of the planning., Kinnard
reports, ". . . contingency plauning viewed the Army Active and Reserves
as one force, and war plans were drawn up accordingly."16 James Gavic,
who was Chief of Plans of the Army Staff in the mid-1950's, wrote about
var plamning for Vietnam: ". . . we belicved it_would be necesssary to
call vp the Army Reserve anrd National Guard."l? General Donald V,
Bennett, Director of Strategic Plans in the Joint Staff, reported that he
was probably the most shocked man in the world upon hearing of the

nonmobilization decision of 1965.18
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General S.L.A. Marshall addressed the “allacy of a great power
fighting a war with too stringant an econoay of forca:

Running wholly contrary to the principles of war and
thereby yielding initial advantage to the enemy, 1t
threatened a repetition of the Korean miscalculstion.
There is only one sound way to conduct war as I read
history: Deploy to the war zone as quickly as possible
sufficient forcee to end it at the earliest moment.
Anything less is a gift to the other side,l?

General Weatmoreland also addressed the American strategy of limited
initizl commitment:

The strategy of gradually escalatiag pressure was a new
concept; the Joint Chiefs of Stafi{ disagreed with it.
It was not, to them, an early 'win' policy. Most
military men sre accustomed to thinking in terms of
teruinating 1 war in the shortest practical time and at
least cost, following a decision to fight. Lt i3
perhaps unnecezssary to make the point that there is a
zelationship between the length of a war and its

cost.

Tira deliberate policy of 'graduated response” by the United States in
1964 and 1965 was, in General Westmoreland's view, "one of the most
lamentable mistakes of the war. To my knowledge, the history of warfare
contained no precedent for such a policy. Although nations in the past
have intentionally keot wars limited, as the United States did in Korea,
they huave applied pressure in terms of the self-imposed restrictions with
full force whenever the meana were available."2! (enecal Westmoreland
never saw the 44 battalions of 1965 as a sufficient force for victory.
He emphasized in Junme 1965 tnat the United States "wust be prepared for a
long war . . .," and that commitment "would require some form of national
mobilization and the public airing bv Washington of a frank, objective,
c.mplete analysis of the problem and what we had to do about it."22
However, General Westmor:land opposed a mobilization of the Nitional
tuard and Rescrves in 1965. He wrote of this view and linked in to the
Berlin Crisis mobilization:

lle Secretary also wanted the President to call the
National Guard and Crganized Reserve into service, a
step that [ saw as premature.

Although 1 wanted an expression of national resoive, I
was conscious that without congressional legislation a
Regerve callup would be for only a year, and [ knew
that a yeur would not do the job in Vietnam withou: a
massive, uninterrupted btombing campaign against North
Vietnam, which I knew the Administration was not likely
to approve. I well remembered the Reserve callup by
President Kennedy during the Berlin Crisis, when strong
pressures arose before one year was up, to bring the
boys home, a recollecticn that President Johnson told
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ue later that no shared, Pro.ided there waa aa
eguitatle draft without special rxceprione for anybedy
tit the aost essential civilian wo-kers, I believed the
burdes of th> war could be shared by the whole spectrum
of Aacrican youth over an extended pevicod, and I wan
convinzed cia%t it wouid e a loneg war. A call-up of
Rese.ves shoald De made only when the eéneny war neat
deter’. ar) r.ve Agecican troops conld gssure 1t .

£ven thouzh the Presideat refused te nmobilize any portion of tne

Guard or Res-~rves in 1955, coacrary €o tne recoarerdsiiona of his
Secratarv of uLctenae, the Joiat Caicts of 3csff azi1 orhers, cne
Perarcueit ol Dof2use, reverthe'ass, c¢luny to o Pzpe chat movilizaticn
wouid occur Sor the Vietaan War. The Presid:nt cid aoz fo-eciose that
p0g3.51ilty. I jugusc '303, Se.retary McNamsava repnited to Ctazress
“hac ""thr biildeg ot the activ: Amv snd the improveme..t -f the realinces
of & pirceinn of -2e Regerve Zomponezts were necessdry to crteset plauned
deplovie~rs I 3Lul. cait ¢sia, to provide adiitinral ¢orces for possibie
new declejmeuts, ard co be able %o deal with cziscs elsevhecsr in the

v
werlu. "e"

Trraface, t°. Prov create. the Selecred Pogerse Forec (SRF) within
Lhir  esisting Re:ly TPeserve, tc incTesse reaciness for early
menliizaTein, " he LAF was inirisced in Qciobes 1965 and rhe formation
was coaplel-4 witin four sonths. The SRF 1nitiil. - ccnsisced ot rhiree
tniarecy 41visione (tormed Lcom ¢ easents of nine ARNG divieioas), cix
seperacs “rigade. (firmed frcom rthree exiwcirg ARNC scpsrste brigades and
threc ARNG Jdivisional brigeades/, one ARNG arrored cavsl:v regiwenc, and
mAry comzat suppert and combac serv.ce support unitu. In all, chere were
“’7 SRF itz a% th end of FY A&, with a screnzsh ~f 150,700: the ARNG
haa 7464 unica_wirt 118,900 perioncel, aud che USAR had 31,60C overennel
in 237 units.®* A1 SRF unics wece directed to accomnlish a mexioum of
administ-ccive preparsticn to satisfy a quick movilizacion. The SRF
c23cent wap b3t on che asjumption that wmodbilizazion weuid o~cur.

I're-i1dent Joisscr presented sniy cne reason for normobilizs*ion in
195 h.s Fear rhat such a warlike action might trizzer 1 greater war
witn Chioa and ! s9ia. Kearvs cells of other re.rons:

Tn grivate cornvarsation, Johnson admitt:d :wo acher
csuaideratiors: Hig “enr ~f 'touching off 3 zizat-wiag
atampedc’ and his counernrn f‘ur the Great socliecy.
wun.inced thac McCartbyism w3, dormert fut not
defeuted, Jchnaon feated “hac if the fu.l ext-nc of cir
J1ificenlsie¢s in Vielaar were kaowy, the poijzical
rignc=-a i2rce of uncets cuinea 3ize whose powar Johncon
i'mist  co-tairly overes:imated--would seisze the
initia%ive aad derand an iuvas:ion of North Vietnam snd
th+ bozring ot Hanoi  Johason wais wuch wmos-e :oncerned
with ca: kind of furar ;hat men like J>an itennss,
Fizhard Jdi<on., Gerali Ford, aud n~tiicrs omivht have
“reztad thsa rne vas ~bout an. _avc oppositior, This
1+81c- tud his knewledge cf the snurzes of coniressional

puwer. Disasserblig was the only viy ta 4ecp che
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stampede from beginning. By pretending there was no
major conflicc, by minimizing the level of spending and
by refusing to call up the Reserves or ssk Congress for
an acknuwledgement or acceptance of the war, Johnson
believed he could keep the levers of control in his
hands.

Chester L. Cooper wrote that the nonmobilization decision wss a
balance be(ween militsry requirements in Vietnam versus political
consequences at home:

The announced incresse to 125,000 men was alimost
certainly substantially less than either the Joint
Chiefs or Westworeland had requested and expected.
Johnson was determined to fight the war with minimum
disruption at home, und the troop increase was not
based cut the estimated number required, but rather onm
the maximum number that could be deployed -rithout
hsving to call up the Reserves. Doling out s.-~‘tional
forces with a view to balancing off mil:
requirements in Vietnam and political conseque: ‘: at
home typified the President's approach. He wisned to
avoid giving the imgrellion that the United States wvas,
in fact, 'at war.'2

Anothe: but similar explanation of the President's decision is given
by Doris Kearns: '"Johnson recoiled from the dramatic display of
Presidential action of a Presidantial declaration, asking Congress for
highec taxes to pay for the war, and ordering a mobiiixation. The
alternate strategy--which was Johnson's strategy--wss to tell Congress
and the public no more than absolutely necessary."

David Halberstam's analysis in The Best and the Brightest of
President Johnson's decision not to mobilize in 1963 is also particularly
revealing:

If there were no decisions which were crystallized and
hard, then they could not leak, and if they cr1ld not
leak, then the opposition could not point t. :hem.
Which was why he was not about to call up the reserves,
because the use of the reserves would blow it all. It
would be relf~evident that we were really going to war,
and that we would in fact have to pay a price. Which
went against all the Administration plsnning: this
would be a war without a price, s silent, politically
invisible war. The military wanted to call up the
Reserves.

Hle was againet a call-up of the Reserves for other
reasons as well. It would, he thought, telegraph the
wrong signals to the adversaries, particularly China
and the Soviet Union (frighten them into the idea that
this wss a real war) and Hanoi, which might decide that
it wvas going to be a long war (he did not intend to go
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inte a long war), and he felt if you called up the
Reserves you had to be prepared to go the distance and
you might force your adversary to do the same. He also
felt that it would frighten the country, and he had
just run as a peace candidate; similarly, he felt it
would be too much of a sign that the military were in
charge and that the civilians would turn over too much
responsibility to the military. Finzlly, and above
all, he feared that it would cost him the Great
Society, that his enemies in Congress would seize on
the war as a means of denying him his social
legislation.29

John K. Mahon has vritten that there wcre three major reasons for
President Johnson's refusal to mobilize the Guard and Reserve in 1965:
(1) to conceal America's wmilitary ccommitment in Vietnam from the
American people; (2) to aveid sending a belligerent message to the North
Vietnamese, Chinese, and Soviets; and (3) to preserve the Reserves for
other contingencies.

Whatever President Johnson’s motivations not to mobilize the Guard
and Reserves in 1965, one of his objectives is now clear: he wished to
conceal the expanded American participatiou in Vietnam from the public at
large, from Congress, and from most of his own government. This policy
of concealment was made explicit in National Security Action Memorandum
328, 6 April 1965.31 Calling up the National Guard and Reserves would
have destroyed the duplicity.

Nonrobilization in 1966 and 1967

By November 1965, the infiltration of North Vietnameae unita had
increaaed substantially. General Westmoreland requested additional
forces on 22 November 1965, and following another trip to South Vietnam,
Secretary of Defenae McNamara racommended troop deplovments totaling 74
battalions and 400,000 US personnel by the end of 1966, with possibly
200,000 more in 1967.32 The Joint Chiefs continued to advocate a
callup of the Reserves, They believed that commitments to NATO and
elsevhere, as well as General Westmoreland's troop requirements for
Vietnam, could not be met without a mobilization. The JCS also felt that
only a massive deployment of troops arnd firepower would end the war in
the leas: time and with the least cost.

Thus, whether from pure instinct or considerable intellect, but
certainly with a clarity of insight, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, all of
the same conclusion, and General Johnson, the Army Chief of Staff, more
so, sav the need to mobilize. They did not share with President Johnson
any illuaion of wishful thinking about the length of the war or its
requiremeats. The Chiefs' arguments to mobilize were not couched in
terms of psychology out upon a tried and true approach to war: 1if there
is to be war, do it and eud it as early as possible,

American diplomatic initiatives regarding Vietnam continued to fail
in late 1965 and early 1966, and the decision on additional forces beyond
the 44 battalions of 196% had to be faced. Existing Regular US forces
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could not provide those needed in Vietnam, especially comba* support and
service support units. Therefore, there were only two classic choices in
raising necessary manpower: mobilizing the Guard and Reserve, or form
and train new units by manpower raised by the draft and volunteers.
President Johnson again refused the mobilization option in 1966, and the
capability to raise manpower continued to be an issue of major concern to
military and most political leaders during 1966 and 1967.

On 9 February 1966, Secretary McNamara held a meeting in his
conference room with the Service Secretaries, Joint Chiefs of Staff
(minus the chairman) and others to discuss force requirements of Admiral
Sharp and General Westmoreland. Three cases of raising manpower to
satisfy requirements were discussed:

Case 1: assumed that Reserves would be called up, tours extended,
and units would be redeployed from other overseas areas.

Case 2: same as case 1 except no callup of Reserves.
Case 3: no callup of Reserves and no redeployment,

Secretary McNamara stated that he could not tell which of the three
cases to assume, but for the present t~ plar on no mobilization of the
Guard and Reserves, that mobilization was scill an open question, and
that to assume no callup would not prejudice the question. The Summary
of Record of this 9 February meeting includes these statements:

With respect to the possible Reserve callup, this is to
be subjected to intense critical analysis over the next
several weeks. It must be studied on a worldwide
basis. Furthermore, Gz2neral Westmoreland and Admiral
Shavp have done a good deal of work on alternatives
under Case 1 tov callup of the Reserves . . . .

Mr. McNamara said that it was important that everyone
understand why a Reserve callup is receiving such
careful study. There are at least two important
considerations. First, the problem is a very
complicated one and we do not yet have all the facts.
Mr. Morris and others will amass the necessary data as
soon as possible., Second, the political aspects of a
Reserve callup are extremely delicate, There are
several strong bodies of opinion at work in the
country. Look, for example, at the Fulbright Committee
hzarings. One school of thought, which underlies the
Gavin thesis, is that thie country is overe:itended
economically and that we cannot afford to do what we
are doing. Another school of thought feels that we
plain should not be there at all, vhether or not we can
afford it. A third school of thought is that although
we are rightly there, the war is being mismanaged so
that we are heading straight towacd war with China.
Furthermore, there is no question but that the economy
of this country is beginning to run near or at its
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capacity with the resulting probability of a shortage
of certain skills and materin:l. If this continues we
msy be facing wage and price controls, excess profits
taces, etc., all of which will add 1uel to the fire of
those who say we cannot afford this. Wicth all cthese
conflicting pressurcs it is a very difficult and
delicate task for the Administration to mobilize and
maintain the required support in this country to carry
on the war pruperly. The point »f all this is to
emphasize that & callup of the Reserves presents
extremely serious problems in many areas and a decision
cannot be made today.

Ceneral Johnson seid he wished o add three¢ additional
considerations. Firs:, a Reserve callup might be an
important factor in the reading of the North Vietnamese
aad the Chinese with rispect to our delermination to
sce this wa: through. Second, Reserve callups are
trad:tionally a urifying €actor. Third, as a larger
probl:m, a hard loop-tz2rm icck should be taken at the
degree to which we e&s a government are becoming
committed to a containcent policy along all the
enornmous scuthern border of China., Mr. McNagaras said
he would aak for a JCS s*udy of this last point and
discussed it briefly.

During the course of the meeting, General Johnson also
poiantad out that with respect to overseas deployment,
the Army is alre.dy shorcchanging ce-tain overseas
greas #80 as to increase the training cadres ia CONUS.
de pointed sutc that bdecause of the effect on the
strategic reser.a of deployments already wude, the
quslity of new units will be lower than at presenc.3®

U2 1 March 1966, the Jnint Chiefs of Staff forwarded cheir
cecommendation regarding 1966 depluyments (Phase JU A {R) forces--later
named Program 3) to Viecnam and reconstituting the Strategic Reserve.
They stated that to :satisfy further force requircments in Vietnam and to
reccnatitute the strategic Reserve would require "a selective callup of
Reserve units and personnel and extensicn of terms of service.” The JCS
alsc recomuended thaz if the Reenrves were not cailed up or terms of
service eaxiunded, then :tne deployments for 1966 (Frogram 3) should be
exteaded lintec 1967. 0Oa 10 March 1966, the Secretary of Defenae rejected
this advize and directed the JCS to plau for deplovment o forces without
cither a caliup or excension of termy of service.”’’

On 7 October 1965, *he 'CS forwarded to the Secretary of Defense
their analysis of the worldwide US military posture in light of meeting
the 1966 and 1967 deploynent requirements for Vietnam. This analysis
concluded that without a csilup of Reserves, no change in rotation policy
(l1-year cour), a:d assuming that resources for the proposed 1967
deployment tn Vietnam weuld be taken from existiag US worldwide
structuce, “hen the Army would have a force deficiency of three and
two-cnirds active divisiuns. “The JCS analyzed the value of a

mobilizaticn for the Army thusly:
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Significant withdrawals of equipment have been made
from the Reserve Components to support new
activations. This has resulted in a degradation of the
truining capability and the wmobilization potential of
the Reserve Components. Therefore, full or partial
mobilization of Reserve units would have only limited
effectiveness in accelerating Army deployments.
However, mobilization of Reserve units would permit a
more rapid restoration, personnel-wise, of the STRAF.
In addition, Reserve unit mobilization and subsequent
deplovment of these units to Europe or Korea would
accelerate restoration of Army forces in those areas.
Selective mobilization of Reservists possessing
critical skills could greatly improve the quality of
the training and sustaining base and the quality of
deploying units which are now having to deploy with
shortages of skills and experienced leaders. Selective
mobilization would permit some acceleration of unit

deploynents.36

The kind of mobilization the JCS were thinking about im their
analysis during the fall of 1966 was a large mobilization of 688,500
Guardsmen and Resecvists from all four services, and they wanted that
mobilization to occur by December 1966, However, the JCS also recognized
that such a mobilization would not solve all the problems:

Certain critical problems cannot be fully resolved by
mobilization because of equipment and skill shortages.
Of particular note in the case of the Army, equipment
withdrawals from the Reserve Components have

substantially weakened the Army's Reserve atructure.3’

In November 1966, the President made his decision on force
deployments to Vietnam through FY 67 (Program 4). The forces programmed
were to be significantly less than requested by the field commander: a
ceiling of 470,000 to be reached by June 1968, as oppoaed to the request
for 542,000 by the end of calendar year 1967. However, there would not
be a mobilization of the Guard and Reserves.38 The Program 4 decision
met with disagreement, for various reasons, on Capitol Hill and in the
press. Many political leaders spoke out against the restricted force
levels. Senator Stennis, Chairman of the Armed Services Committee,
argued for. meeting Ganeral Westmoreland’s troop requests "even if it
should require mobilizetion or partial mobiljization.” The JCS also
sharply disagreed with the ceiling of 470,000.

On 20 April 1967, the JCS formally reported to the Secretary of
Defense that MACV required additional forces in FY 68 (Program 5) to
achieve the objectives. They examined service capabilities to meet the
forces requirements under two alternate cases: No Reserve callup or
extension of terms of service, or having a mobilization and a l-year
ex 2nsion of terms of service. The Chiefs concluded:
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Considering our curreat worldwide commitwents & Reserve
callup for a minimum of 24 months and ianvoluntary
extension of terms of service for 12 months are the
only feasible means of meeting the additional PY 1968
requirements in the stipulated timeframe. The effect
of a 24-month limitation on callup of Reserves is that
the Armed Forces would expend their major Reserve
assets by end FY 1972 as a result of successive callup
and commitment of Reserve units. This would be avoided
if Reserve units were held for the duration of the
emergency. Authority to do this and to extend terms of
service involuncarily would require Congressional
action.”

The Chiefs consequently recommended a Reserve callup for a minimum of
24 mon*tus and involuntary extension of terms of service for 12 wmonths.
Howe ver, Mr, William Huady of the State Department wrote a memorandum on
1 uay 1967 in which he argued against mobilization:

Avart from the military merits, any force increase that
rcaches the 'Plimsoll Line'--calling up the
r~1erves——involves a truly major debate in Congress.
Lijer present circumstances, I believe such a debate
« .°d only encourage Hanoi, and might also lead to
y.f3sures to go beyond what is wise in the North,

¢ ecifically mining Haiphong. Unless there are
ov-:riding military reasons--which I do not myself
sec——we should not get into such & debate this
summer.

Assistant Secretary of Defense Alan Enthoven, head of the Systems
Analysis Office, attacked the war strategy of increasing force levels.
Of the mobilization issue he wrote on 4 May 1967:

Adaitional forces, added hurdens on the US economy, and
calling of the Reserves will only serve to increase
DRV's belief that the US will not remain in SVN for the
long pull. Additional forces make it appear that we
are trying for the 'quick kill.' Hanoi knows that we
cannot achieve it and that the American public will be
bitter and divided unless we do. We should be looking
for ways to ease the burden for the years ahead, rather
than making the war more costly.

In May 1967, ccasiderable attention was focused on determining
capabilities of the services to provide troops and units without calling
the Reserves or further drawing down of units in Europe. A 5 May Systems
Analysis Office study concluded that the services could provide only
66,000 of the additional 186,000 troops requested by MACV, and only 19
combat battalions of the additional 42 requested.

On 19 May 1967, Assistant Secretary of Defense John McNaughton
surfaced a comprehensive Draft Presidential Memorandum (DPM) that not
only challenged the war strategy, but especially opposed increased force

deployments:
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Limiting the present decision to an 80,000 add-on does
the very important business of postponing the issue of
a Reserve call-up (and all of its horrible baggage),
but postpone it is all that it does--probably to a
worse time, 1968. Providing the 80,000 troops is
tantamount to acceding to the whole Westmoreland-Sharp
request. This being the case, they will 'accept' the
80,000. But six months from now, in will come messages
like the '470,000-570,000' messages, saying that the
requirement remains st 201,000 (or more). Since no
pressure will have been put on anyone, the military war
will have gone on as before and no diplomatic progress
will have been made. It follows that the 'philosophy’
of the war should be fought out now so everyone will
not be proceeding on cheir own major premises, and
getting us in deeper and deeper; at the very lesst, the
Pregident should give General Westmoreland his liait
(as President Truman did to General MacArthur). That
is, if General Westmoreland is to get 550,090 men, he
she .1d be told 'that will be all, and we mean it.’

Mr. McNaughton went on to address force increases by asking five
questions, and providing the answers to them. One of the questions, and
his response, was:

Will the move to call up 200,000 Reserves, to extend
enlistments, snd to enlarge the uniformed strength by
500,000 (3G),000 beyond the keserves), c¢cmbined with
the increased US larger initiative, polarize opinion to
the extent that the 'doves' in the US will get out of
hand=-massive refusals to serve, or to fight, or to
cooperate, or worse!l

The answer to Question 1 (regarding ’dove' resction),
we believe, is a qualified no. Barring escalation of
the 'external' war discussed under Question 5, we
believe that increased forces will not lead to massiva
civil disobedience. However, a request for
Congressional authority to call Reserves would lead to
divisive debate.?

On 31 May 1967, the JCS responded to the 19 May McNaughton memorandum
in sharply worded and strong terms. Among other cbjections to the DPM,
the Chiefs expressed the belief that "despite some unpredictable debate a
Reserve callup would be willingly accepted [by the American peopl.e]."""6

Under Secretary uf State Nicholas DeB Katzenbach also responded (on 8
June 1967) to the 19 May McNaughteon draft wmemorandum. Regarding the
issue of troop increases and mobilization, he listed a few advantages and
10 disadvantages. His recommendations were essentially consistent with
those of McNaughton, which were opposed to lsrge increased dquoyments,
and did not support a mobilization of th2 Guard and Reserves.*
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In July 1967, the debate continued. 48 Secretary McHNamara again
visited Seigon, the prees became more involved, papers were prepared, and
meerings were held. The focus by this time was oa force levels for V'Y 68
(Program 5). The final Program 5 decision came in aid-August 1967, and
was, as all expected, a compromise: betwezn 45,000 and 50,000 men would
be Jdeployed in fY 68, bringing the total to 525,000, Secretary McNarara
had sagge ted an increase of 15,000 to 30,000, while General Westmoreland
had requested an increased 70,060, No mobilization would occur. The
bulk of cthe increased Army combat units was schadulad to arrive in
Vietnam in February and March 1968, aad included the 82nd Airborne
Division {~), the llth Light Infantry Brigade, 2nd four separate Infantry
l:usittali.on“-“6

Major attention was devoted in the fall of 1967 to accelerate
deployments of Frogram 5 and to find new approach:s to wilitary
operations ia Vizenam. <Cslendar year 1967 ended with the Program 5
combat elementr either closing Vietaam or on their way trere, with
modilization continuing to be & major issue, and with a csetinuing
Presidential dezisioun rot to mobilize.
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CHAPTER 4

1968 MOBILIZATION FOR THE VIETNAM W'2

Status of rhe Regulary and Gitizen-Sqldiers in Jaguary 1568 K

When calendar year 1968 began, Americsn Army combat units had been
fighting in Vietnam for 34 months (since March 1965). The new year began
with the combat elements of Program 5 (FPY 58) either closing in Vietnam or
proceeding there on an accelerated achedule. The approved force levels in
Program 5 totaled 525,000, with an Army portion of 351,618 which for the Army
was a net increasa of 27,983 over Program 4.}

The Army Natioual Guard aad Army Reserve had a combined Ready Reserve
unit strengtn of approximately 680,000, organizcd iato some 7,000 units, plus
an Individual Ready Reserve strergth of cver 540,000. The force structure
included 8 combat divisions, 13 training divieions, 21 separate combat
brigades, 2 engineer brigaden, 7 support brigsdes, 250 separate comuct
battalions, and other units. The Secretary of Defense reported vo Congreas
in January 19¢8 that "“The Reserve Purces continue to servc & vitally
important role i our overall posture of mrtionai security, particularlv when
major portions of our active forces are deployac overscaus."

The Regular Army structure in Jsnuary 1968 includ2d 19 numbered
divisions, with a total Active Army streagth of about 1.3 willioa. These
divisions were located in the United States, Vietnam, Knrea, and Europe as

follows:

CONUS (STRAC forces): 5th Mechanized, 6th Infantry; 82nd Airborme
(=); 1lst and 2nd Armored.

RVN: 1st, 4th, 9th, 23rd, 23%h Infaatry, lst Cavalry (Airmobile);
10l1st Airborne, and the 3rd Brigade, R2nd Airborme.

Korea: 21 and 7th Infantry.
FRG: I3rd, 8th, 24th 1.fsntry; 3rd and 4th Armored.

Thud, the Aruy’s Strategic Reserve in January 1968 wes & 2/3 divisions,
consisting of tvo Armored Divisicns (with cne of the 2nd Armored Livision's
Infantry Battalions deployed in RVN?, twn Infantry Divisions, and the dZnd o
Airborne Division {less its 3rd Brigade). At that time, the Aray had nine
Lafantry 3riz2ades not organic to any Jdivisions, and all but one of them vere
stationed overseas: '~r, 173rd (Airborne), 176th, 198th, and 199tk in RVN;
171st snd 172nd in Alsska, . % the 193rZ in the Canal Zore. Omly the }97th
remained ¢ CONUS (at Forc Benn.ng, Georgia )., Thz cnly Armored Brigude that
aristed separate from a division was L2 194th, which was stationed at Fort -8
Ord, California.:

The early monchs of 1968 witnessed major r«c-=anizations still ¢ -. g
in the Army National Guard and Army Res~rve, & . reviewed in Chapter 2. In
addition to across-thc-board changes, thz Selective Recerve Force (SRF) was ®

also being reorgaanized. After two years of its existsuce, the SRF was deemed
improperly organized to provide a proper balanc. of coumbat, cowbat support,
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and combat service support elements, Therefore, beginning in December 1967,
the SRF was reorganized to include a support package, while some units were
dropped, result'-~g 1in a balanced three-division force named SAF 1A.
Simultareous with the creation of SRF 1A was a new structure called SKF II.
SRF 1A was then replaced by SKF LI on 1 May 1968,

The readiness cf the Army National Guard and Army Reserve in January 1968
wa3, on the whole, less than it had been prior to the begirning ot the
Vietnan war, This overall condition was caused by reorsanizations and by
major shortages of equipment. Not only had the Guard and Reserves not been
provided ctheir full TOE equipment, but a great deal of what had been issued
has been withdrawn to suppor: the Regular Army forces in Vietnam. The
rraining of Ready Reserve units, however, had improved as a result of the
4-hour training assembly that had replaced, inm October 1966, the old 2-hour

drill,

The Secrztary of Defense reported to Congress in January 1969 that "The
Vietnam bu:ildup in 1365-66 [sic! necessitated a considerable drawdown of
stocks from the active and reserve forces . . . . This resulted in a
considerable quantity of major pieces of equipment being taken from Reserve
units which in turn had an adverse impact on the state of readiness of these

units.”"%

The readiness status of the 3elected Reserve Fcrce was vastly bectter than
that of the bala. e of the Ready Reserve. In January 1968, the SRF consisted
>f 3 Infanctry Divisions, 5 separate Infantry Brigades, | separate Mechanized
Infarntry Brigade, 1 Armored Cavalry Regiment, and many combat support and
combat service support units, for a total stcength of 150,000, organized into
977 units. SRF units were authorized 100 percent TOE strength, an increase
in repair parts, additional full-time support technicians, priority for
training spaces in Army training centers, and were training 50 percent more
than other Guardsmen and Reservists. Equipment was transferred to the SRF
from lower priority units, Nevertheless, even these highest priority SRF
units were short equipment, including weapons, communications, tactical
vehicles, modern aizcraft, and ground surveillance radar equipment.-’
Despite the equipment shortages and reorganization, SRF units were ready in
1968 for cmobilization. They were ready psychologically and physically, were
well-trained and well~led. The Chief, National Guard Bureau reported at the
end ot FY 67 that "The SRF, through its accelerated training program,
attained the highest level of mobilization readiness in the long history of
the National Guard."®

Partial Mobiiization in Jznuary 1968

Calendar year 1968 began ill-omened. In Korea, an assassination squad of
North foreans infiltrated into Seoul to murder South Korea's President Park.
The attempt failed at the last minute. Then, on 23 January, the North
Koreans seized the USS Pueblo and imprisoned its crew. President Johnson
reported in his memoirs that 'there was a distinct possibility that South
Korean forces might be withdrawn from Vietnam,'" and tnat, "in addition, we
had received intelligence reports that a crisis might develop around West
deriin."7

On 2 January 1968, President Johnson directed, oy Executive Order, a
partial callup of the Guard and Reserves as a result of the Pueblo incident,
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He refrained from declaring a national emergency, which would have permitted

him to bring ubo to 1 million Ready Reservists on active duty for a period of

up to 1 year. The legal authority actually used by the President was Public

Law 39-687 (the 1967 DOD Appropriations Act), which included the following 5
key language: "Notwithstanding any other provision of law, uantil June 30, @
1968, the President may, when he deems i: necessary, order to active duty any

unit of the Ready Reserve of an armed force for a period of not to exceed

tweaty-four months."” The same act also gave authority to call up any membrr

of the Ready Reserve who hid not served on active duty or active duty for

training {or 120 days or more and wno had not fulfilled his statutory Reserve

military obligation.

Twenty—eight units invoiving 14,801 unit members were mobilized under the
January order: 6 units with 593 Navy Reserve members; 14 units naving 9,340
members of the Air National Guard; and 8 units haviag 4,868 Air Reserve
membecs. No Army Nitional Guard, Army Reserve, Marine Corps Reserve or Coast
Guard Reserve units or individuals were called. Although che 25 Jaouary ®
mobilization was not orderci at the time specificilly for Vietnam, four of
the Air National Guard units (tactical fighter squadrons) were deployed to
RVN in May 1968, All six of the activeted Naval Reserve units were
demcbilized by the end oi calendar year 1968, as were seven of the eight Air
Reserve units. 3y December 196S, all of the uniis mobilized under the 25
January 1968 order were deactivated.?

1958 Decision to Mobilize fur the Vietnam War

The eneny’s TET offensive began on 31 January 1968, only 8 days after the
Pueblo was seized. The strength, intensity, and leng:h of this attack took =
the US command and the US public by surprile.lo As the large-scsale TET
operations continued, Secretary McNamara asked the JCS on 9 February to
provide plans for emergency reinforcements of COMUSMACV. A formal request by
Ceneral Westmoreland for reiuforcements was made on 12 lebruary.ll Also on
12 FPebruary, the JCS provided the Secretary of Defense with the following
three plans for emergency rcinforcements to counter the TET offensive:

Plan One, which is based upon prcmpt deployment of the
82nd Airborne Division and 7/9 Marine Division/wing
team, callup of some 120,000 Aray and Marine Corps
Reserves, and appropriate legislative action to permit
extension of terms of se.vice of active duty personnel
and the recall of individual reservists.

Plan Two, which would deploy as many Marine Corps
Battalions as are nov available in CONUS, less one
battalion in the Caribbean, cthe battalion in the
Mediterranean, and the Guantanamo Defense Force. This
plan would not be based upon a callup of reservists or
legislative action.

Plan Three, which would deploy the 82nd Airborme
Division but would leave Marine Corps Battalions in
CONUS. This plan would likewise envisage no Reserve
callup and no legislative action,

59




The Joint Chiefs recommended to defer until a later time the decision
to deploy reinforcements (which was a remarkable position to take during
a major war), but, favoring Plan One, agsin recommended mobilization of
the Guard and Reserves. Specifically, the JCS recommended the following
regarding mobilization:

As a matter of prudence, call certain additional
Reserve units to active duty now. Depioyment of
emergency reinforcements to Vietnam should not be made
without concomitant callup of Reserves sufficient at
least to replace those deployed and provide for the
increased sustaining base requirements of all
Services. In addition, bring selective Reserve force
urits to full strength a>d an increased state of combat
readiness.

Legislation be sought now to (1) provide authority to
call individual reservists to active duty; (2) extend
past 30 June 1968 the existing authority to call
Reserve units to active duty; and (3) extend terms of
service for active duty personnel.l3

President Johnson met with his advisers (Rusk, McNamara, Clifford,
Wheeler, Taylor, Helms, and Reston) on 12 February to discuss General
Westmoreland's request for reinforcements. Calling up the Reserves was
discussed. The President spproved reinforcements but again rejected
mobilization. President Johnson wrote of the 12 February mobilization
question: "Wheeler was in favor; McNamara wies opposed. [ asked them to
study the problem furtner and to agree on a recommendation."l% The
meeting continued the following day, and the President reported the
following in his memoirs about the discuasion:

My advisers still disagree on whether Reserves should
be called and, if so, how many and in what categories.
I told McNamara and Wheeler there were many questions I
wanted them to answer. [ remember the complaints about
the callup of Reserves during President Kennedy's
admiristration and, more recently, the failuve tn use
effectively those who had been called up during the
Pueblo crisis.

why, [ asked, is it necessary to call up Reserve units
at tnis time? If we decided on a callup, how large
should it be? Cnuld we reduce the numbers by drawing
on forces stationed in Europe or South Korea? C(ould we
avoid or at least postpone individual Reserve callups?
If Reserves were called, where would they be assigned?
How long would they serve? What would be the budgetary
implications? Would congressional action be
necessary? [ said that [ would take no action until I
received satisfactory answers to these and several
other questions,
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Secretary of Delense McNzmara also veportedly reflected. during the
Vietnam War, on the Berlir Crieis mobi'ization of 19€1l, znd was quoted as

saying:

The Berlin Crisis . . . required a substantial nuamber
of Reserves of all forces. We lezarned thea that we
1ige-z2lly lacked tiie equipment to train the wea called
tc active uuty. And when I say literslly tacked the
equipment, I mcan exactly that, We uot only ¢id rot
have the equipnent for those men to fight with, we did
not even have the equipment for them to trz‘c with,

On 13 February, toe rcinforcement decision of the dasy befure was
being implemented, co consist cf the deplosment of one brigade of the
32nd Airborne Divisiou and one Marine regimrutzl lanaiag tearm, four a
total emerjencv reinforcement »f 10,500 wen, Respondicg to this
decision, the JU3 immediately forwarded their recummendations for a
caliup of the Peserves: the minimun callup, vhich would replace
deploying iorve, would reauir 32,000 for the Army, 12.000 for thw Maripe
Corps, 2,300 tavy Reserves, and uuvne foo the My force. I aldizlom, the
Joint Chi»fs srregged tha: (t could b bnth pradent and advisable for a
larger aodilization of 136,650: 58,000 Ary, 51,000 Merines, 5,10 Navy,
and 22,500 Air Focrce. The Joint Chiefs of 3taff alsc ceiterated their
recsmmendstion of 12 Februarv that legislaticn be sought for mobilization
und exteausion of terms of service.

Genera’ Westmoreland also saw the need for a mobilization at that
time in orde: to provide reiurcrcements “to deal telling blows™ o the
evemy forces and to increase the strategic reserve., Amacingly, he re~
garded the Guard and Reserve .3 a wdar—tin2 reserve forze to be cowmittad
in batcle ooty wher the offensiv: presented rhe right opportunitvy. EHe
reported, however, that Ceneral Whecler informed him on 24 February undet
the President's airection, that "mcking # major callup of Reserves and
ccntesting the cnemy’s geograohical widening >f “he war was rolitically
infeasidble."1¥ 1ie ®resident reversed this decision two weeka later.

On 23 Feh-viry, Secretary of Defente Derigaate Clark Clif rd (sworn
in as Secretary on 1 March) initiated, at tlie order of the Fresident, 2
romplete reexamination of 'S strategy in Vietnam which became known as
the "A to Z" reassvioment.l? 7The last week of February and first week
~f Marzh 1963 w.re characterized hy tfrarntic praparaticn, discussion,
consultation, «rd writing., or & March, the "A to 2" rea®’essmen. was
presented t2 che Fuefigent. The recomaendarions included 2 callup of
26:,00C Guardsm:~ aud Reserviscs, an iacreased draft call, and extension
0f tetuy of servisa,

Tie day of 1> Marcih 1968 nreduced cignificaat dezisioans by rie
Commander-in--u:i:f. The Frieident wmede the decision te deplov 30,300
mose .ten to Vietnam, in adfitica co th= 10,500 csergency augmeat ation
decision of 12 Februsry. The Army portion of thias 20,000 iacrease
totaled 24,200 and consicted of one Infautry hrigsde, one mcctaiized
brigade, one Arnored Cavalry squadron, ... Aviation companv, a Military
Police bocza®ina aud combat servize support units, I[n addicion to these
Army °-rces, one brigadce was to leploy to replace s {arine reginental
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landing team (RLT 27) and its support because the Marine Corps could not
sustain the requested deplovments.

For the first time during the Vietnam War, the Presicent's decision
of 13 March 1968 cailed for a mobilization for the Vietnam War. There
would be two Reserve callups, one in March to support the 30,000
deployment, and one in May to reconstitute the strategic reserve at seven
divisions. However, it was also decided on 13 March that the.e would be
no extension of terms of se-vice for those personnel currently on active
duty and that only units would be mobilized, not individuals. 2
Although there was no mobt .ization in March, the 13 March decision
enabled defense planners to finalice the Program S deployment plan to
Vietnam.

Cn 14 March, Secretary Clifford formalized these Presidential
decisions in a memorandum to General Wheeler. Also, on 14 March,
Secretary of the Army Resor pointed out that an additional 13,500 men
would have to be added to the 30,000 number to be deployed in order to
support the Army forces in RVN. Therefore, tentative plans for the first
callup would be for about 45,000: 31,563 to provide for the additional
combat deployments and 13,437 to provide sustaining troops. The May
mobilization plan would then total 41,000, consisting of one division and
its initial support increment (32,000), one brigade (4,000), and a gost,
camp, and station complement to open one additional station (5,000).

The objectives of this 1968 mobilization were: (1) to provide
troops for actual deployment to Vietnam as part of the emergency
reinforcements, and (2) to provide troops to remain in CONUS to build up
the strategic reserve. The Joint Chiefs had long been concerned about
the status of the general forces in CONUS. They had pointed out in
February 1968, for example, that the strategic reserves were constrained
by shortages of critical skilled specialists, shortages of essential
items of equipment and material, and that a high percentage of personnel
were either Vietnam returncees cr were close to the end o: their obligated
active service. In the words of the Chiefs, the sttateg'" reserve '"has
been appreciably depleted because of Vietnam demands.'

At the time the mobilization decision was being made in March 1968,
the US strategic reserve, which was defined as active division forces in
the Continental United States, Hawaii, and Okinawa and the Marine units
in the Caribbean and Mediterranean, consisted of 4 2/3 Army divisions and
1 1/3 Marine divisions. When the first US ground combat forces had been
deployed to Vietnam in 1965, the strategic reserve had nine Arumy
divisions and three Marine divisions. The Chiefs had recommended in
February 1968 that 245,000 Reserves be mobilized exclusively for the
strategic reserves, which would result in a strategic reserve of seven
Army divisions and two Marine divisions.?

Following the historic 13 March decision to have a small mobilization
(and to deplov additional forces to Vietnam), the Defense Department
planned for the deployment of 43,500 additional troops to Vietnam.
Program 6, therefore, totaled 54,000, made .; of the 10,5C? emergency
reinforcements and 13,500 support forces for it, plus 30,000 additional
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pcrsonnel, The Presideat made the final decision on the size of the

mobilization aand Program 6 on 28 March. That decision provided for the

deployment of the 10,500 emergency reinforcements, and the 13,500 support

forces, but did not include any more. The actual mobilization would then =
involve approximacely 24,500, which consisted of the 13,500 support

package for deployment to Vietnam and an additional 11,000 to replenish

the strategic reserves,

Army Plancing for Mobilization-—January-April 1968

Based on the experience of the limited mobilization in 1961 during
the Berlin Crisis, the Army developed in 1962 a Partial Mobilization Plan
(PAM). This plan was not kept current at any time following the 1965
decision to not mobilize the RC for the Vietnam War. The Army condu:ted
n> serious mobilization planning between 1965 and 1968,27

Although the 25 January 1968 mobilization order did not include Army
Reserve Components, the Army Staff, nevertheless, began framtic planning
for a partial mobilization of the Army National Guard and Ammy Reserve on
25 January in response to a directive to do so from the Secretary of the
Army. This planning was oriented initially towards the buildup of US
Armv forces in Korea and reconstitution of the Strategic Army Forces
(STRAF), but later was expanded to include the need for additional Army
forces in Vietnam., It was assumed that a partial mobilization of Army
Reserve Components would be authorized if magor reinforcements of Army
forces were deployed to Xorea and/or Vietnam. 8

The Army nobilization planning phase lasted from 25 January to 10 3
April, and consisted of two types of planning: (1) intensive specific
close-hold planning characterized by minimal juidance, restricted to a
few selected persons on the Army Staff, short suspense dates, lack of
staff coordination, changes in the type of units and strength of the
force which might be authorized, and secrecy; and (2) general planning,
which included a8 review of the 1961 mobilization during the Berlin
Crisis, updated personnel procedures and information action, and
preparation of a congressional informatiou plan. This general planning
was well-conrdinated with the Army Staff and HQ CONARC.2

The first type of planning (intensive close—hold) focused on
developing troop lists, and it lasted 11 weeks (25 January-10 April),.
This planning was actually accomplished in two distinct subperiods: the .
period 25 January-9 February concentrated on developing plans to
reinforce the Eighth US Army in Korea and to reconstitute the STRAF;
during the period 10 February-10 April, planning additional forces for
deployment to South Vietnam was added to the task, Approximately 75
fo-ce packages were developed during the ll-week period. Daily revisions
in lists of selected urits frequently occurred. Each list (revision)
required 600 to 850 copies for use by the Army Staff and members of

Congreul.30

Trke process for troop list development was as follows: The Office,
Assistant Chief of Staff for Force Development {OACSFOR) would prepare a
force package and forward the Reserve portion to the Chief, Office of
Reserve Components (CORC), who would coordinate the Reserve force package
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with the Chief, National Guard Bureau (CNGB) and Chief, Army Reserve
(CAR), CORC, CNGB and CAR would designate specific units for
mobilization. Coordination did not occur with HQ USCONARC, the
Continental US Armies (CONUSA), the State Adjutants General or US Army
Reserve Commanders., Neither did full staff coordination occur among the
Army Staff in the development of troop lists.3l

Planning was thus restricted and hampered. Adding to the
difficulties was the fact that the Army Guard and Army Reserve were
undergoing a major reorganization that began 1 December 1967--and not
completed until 31 May 1968. Furthermore, current unit readiness data
were not available at HQLA because the readinezs rcporting system of
Reserve Components !.ad been suspended by the Undersecretary of the Army

in 1966,32

The plan to build up Army forces in Korea entailed developing a list
of ARNG and USAR units for deployment, developing requirements for
individual filler personnel to fill Army units already in Korea,
developing a list of ARNG and USAR units to reconstitute the STRAF, and
developing a list of Regular Army units to reinforce in Korea. In sum,
this plan was to accomplish six specific actions:

1. Fill Army forces currently in ROK with fillers.
2. Redeploy the 82d Airborne division to ROK,

3, Replace the 32Zd Airborne divieion with a mobilized RC
division.

4, Deploy two Reserve Component (RC) divisions to ROK.

5. Deploy two RBRC divisional sustaining support increment
packages tc ""K.

6. = ‘*ute snd fill the STRAF with RC at a five-division
force equivalens.

These plans for reinturz -~ the Eighth US Army and reconstituting the
STRAF with RC were amended on - February by the Assistant Vice Chief of
Staff, Army, who directed the development of two RC division force
equivalent packages of not over 90,000 totral strength. Plans were
developed accordingly:

1. Package A included the 67th snd 49th Infantry Brigades (Mech)
and the 59th Infantry Brigade, snd additional support units.

2. Pnckase B included the 28th Infantry Division plus additional
supporting units.>%

The sdvent of the TET Offensive on 31 January caused planning to also
focus on sustaining operations in Vietnam. Therefore, mobilization
planning for Vietnam was added to the Koresn snd STRAF planning on 10

February, end constituted the subperiod 10 February-10 April. During
this period, four eeparate troop lists, each requiring a partial
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mobilization, were developed for the sum of Korea, Vietnam, and STRAF.
The first three lists ranged in strength from 90,000 to 126,000 men and
contained various mixes of units. These plans were never adopted.

The final Army troop list, submitted to the JCS om 2 April 1968, a
called for mobilization of 54,000 in three increments, for a total of
five Infantry Brigades, an Armored Cavalry squadron and support units.
On & Aprii, the Secretary of Defense satated in a4 memorandum that the
final troop list of 54,000 was too expensive and that a less costly
alternative aust be developed. Consequently, only the first of the three 5
increments was approved, consisting of only 76 units with & total of
20,034 Geardsmen and Reservists. This final Army troop list was based on
requirements for Vietnam and requirements to recoastitute the STRAF, but
did not include forces for Korea.3®

Five major coasiderations were initially identified to determine the
selection of specific units to be mobilized. These criteria were, in L
priority order, as follows:

1. Unit selection was to be based on requirements submitted by
COMUSMACY and requirements tn reconststute the STRAF. In cases where the
required units were no% in the ARNG or USAR structure, similar units were -
to be substitntea.

2. Every effort was to be made to select those units considered
most nperationslly ready for deploymeut. The prime candidates were,
therefore, SRF units or former SRF units, Newly activated uaits and
thosc suffering from major reorganization were to be ccoasidered last. -

3., The CONUS civil disturbance threat was to be a significaat
consideration in the selection of ARNG units, and those unite thought
most likely to be iavolved in c¢ivil disturbance operaticns were to be
considered last. No state was to be denuded of its National Guard that
was having a significant civil disturbance threat.

4, Units were to be selected to equally represeat the proportion
Setween rthe two Army RC, =which at the time was 60 peicent AKNG and 40
percent USAR.

5. Units were to be selected geographically in relation to
pupitlation, witn an equitable distribution amung the states. This
sriterion was nbviously not possible when major units such as brigades,
squadrons, acd battalions were selected for mobilization.

A sisth criterion, directed by the Secretary of the Army on 4 March.
was to avoid calling units which had significant numbers of men whe had
been mobilized in the 1961 Berlian Ccrisis callup. This criterion was
dropped when an Army analysis revealed that only a very small cumbexr of
such personnel remained in the Ready Reserves in 1964,

In additicn to mobilizing ARNG and US5AR units, it was considered
necessary to also call up individuals to fill active units and the
mobilized RC units. HQDA slso considered it necessary to extend for one »
yaar the terms of service for active personnel and to consider ertension
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of overseas tours. Howeser, on 27 March, the Assistant Secretary of
Defense prohibited extension of terms of service.

Actual Mobilization Decisions & d Policw

On 31 March 1968, President Johnson addressed the nation on
television. He summarized his efforts to achieve peace in Vietnam over
the years and made the following brief comment about a callup of the

Reserves:

In order that these forces [the 10,500 emergency
reinforcements] may reach maximum combat effectiveness,
the Joint Chiefs of Staf! have recommended to me that
we should be prepared to send--during the uext five
months—-support troops totalling approximately 13,500
men.

A portion of these wen will be made available from our
active forces. The balance will come from Reserve
Component units which wvill be called up for service.

The President then reiterated US okjectives in Vietnam, and closed
his address with the startling announcement that ". . . I shall not seek,
and I will not accept, the nomination of my party for another term as

your President."%0

Contrary to the President's mobilization decision of 1J March 1968,
his 31 March public statement, and DOD planning, there was only one
mebilization for the Vietnam War. President Johnson signed an Executive
Order (No. 11406) authorizing that mobilization, which was as fallows:

By wvirtue of the authority vested in me by paragraph
(e) of Title I of the Department of Defense
Appropristion Act, 1967 (80 Stat. 981), and by Section
301 of Title 3 of the United States Code, and as
President of the United States, it is hereby ordered as
follows:

The Secretary of Defense, and, when designated by him
for this purpose, any of the Secretaries of the
military departments of the Department of Defense, are
hereby authorized and empowered to exercise the
authority vested in the President until June 30, 1968,
by paragraph (e) of Title I of the Department of
Defense Appropriation Act, 1967 (80 Stat. 981) to order
any unit in the Ready Reserve of an armed force to
active duty for a period of not to exceed 24 months.

It is noteworthy that the mobilizecion authority exercised by the
President (and delegated to the Secretary of Defense) was based on the
same legal authority utilized for the 25 January 1968 partial
mobilization resulting from the Pueblo incident. The mobilization was
not based on a declaration of war nor a declaration of emergency.




Details of the mobilization were announced at 1000 hours om 11 fpril
1963 by Secretary of Defense Clifford at a news conference:

The President has signed an Executive Order under which 2
I am proceeding to call to active duty approximately ®
24,500 men in sone 88 units from the Reserve Components

of the Army, Navy, and Air Force.

The men are being called for service not to exceed 24
months.

Notifications are now being sent to all units. Each
man will have a minimum of 30 days' notice before
reporting.

Of the 24,500, 10,000 are scheduled for deploymant to

South Vietnam in counsonance with the program announced &
by the President on 31 March. The balance will be used

mainly to streugthen the strategic reserve.

Individuals from the strategic reserve are available as

replacewents for South Vietnam.

The Army is calling approximately 20,000 men in 76 '.
units of the Army National Guard and the Army Reserve.

The Navy is calling approximately 1,000 men in two

units of the Naval Reserve. They will be available for

rotation between Southeast Asia and t! United Scates,

The Air Force will call approximately 3,500 men in 10 e
units of tlie Air National Guard and the Air Force

Reserve. About one-third of these will be deployed to

Southeast Asia under current plans . . . .

No decision has been made at this time as to whether
additional Reserve Forces will be calied.

The Secretary further announced that 3,600 mewbers of the Individual
Ready Reserve (IRR) would be called up to fill Active Army units and to
fill those RC units mobilizad. The IRR members would include only men
who had served less than two vears on active duty.43 The Secretary's
announcement was followed by a DOD news release which list<d the units ©

ordered to active ducy.

The actual mobilization order was dated 11 April 1968, lirecting the
mobilization to occur on 13 May 1968, The period between 11 April and 13
May was the szlert time. Refer to Table 4 for a list of the ARNG and USAR

unita that were mobilized and deployed to RVN, and to Table b for a list o
of the units mobilized to reconstitute the STRAF.

[ J
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STATE

Al |buq
Arkansas

Florida
Georgfia

Idaho
Ninois

Indiana
Kansas

Kentucky

Maryland
~dssachusatts
#i-higan
Miniesota

M, issianf
Nel v a.

New .»y :hire
New .o

North Carolina
Ohio

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
Tennes see
Texas

Utah

Yermont
Yirginia

Washington
Wisconsin

TABLE 4

ARNG AND USAR UNITS MOBILIZED ON 13 MAY 1968

AND SUBSEQUENTLY DEPLOYED TO RVN
UNIT

650th Medical Det (DS)

HHC, 336th Ord 8n (Ammo DS)
978th Army Postal Unit (APU) {TyU)
231st Trans Co (Med Boat)
319th Trans Co (Lt Trk)

413th Fin Det (Actg)

116th Engr Bn (Cbt)

126th Sup & Svc Co (DS)

4824 Med Det (Equip Maint)

Co D (Ranger) 1S1st Inf

842¢ M Co (Petrl, Sup Fwd)
1011 th Sup 5 Svc Co (DS)

2nd Bn, 138th Arty (155 how SP)
950th Army Postai Unit (APU) (Ty)
4724 Med Det {Amb)

Hq & Main Spt Co 513th Maint Bn {DS)
424th Pers Svc Co (Type 8)
4524 Gen Sup Co (GS)

1734 QM Co {(Petrl)

172d Trans Co (Med Trk Cargo)
295th ord Co (Ammo, DS/GS)

34 8n, 197th Arty (155 How Fwd)
74th Med rosp (F1d)

237th Maint Co (Div Spt)

316th Med Det (Blood Dist)
44Sth Army Postal Unit (Tyl)
1018th Sup & Svc Co (LS}

312 Med Evac Hops (Semi-ab1)
311th Med Hosp (Fd)

10024 Sup & Svec Co (DS)

305th Med Det (Orthopedic)
357¢th Trans Co (Acft Maint) (DS)
630th Trans Co (Med Trk, Cargo)
107th Sig Co (Spt)

378th Med Det (Nourosury)

238th Maint Co (Div Spt)

HHC, 259th QM Ba (Petrl)

1315t Engr Co (Lt Equip)

313th Med Det (Sury)

889th Med Det (Surg)

737th Trans Co (Med Trk, Petrl)
377th Maint Co (Lt)

826th Ord Co (Asmo, DS/GS)
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COMPONENT

ARNG
USAR
USAR
USAR
USAR
USAR
ARNG
ARNG
USAR
ARNG
USAR
USAR
ARNG
USAR
USAR

USAR
USAR
USAR
USAR
USAR
ARNG
USAR
USAR
USAR
USAR
USAR
USAR
USAR
USAR
USAR
USAR
USAR
ARNG
USAR
USAR
USAR
ARNG
USAR
USAR
USAR
USAR
USAR

-—
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TABLE §
ARNG AND USAR UNITS MOBILIZED ON 13 MAY 1968
AND RETAINED IN THE US TO RECONSTITUTE THE STRAF =
[ ]
STATE WIT COMPONENT
Ar{zoma 277th MI Det (Inf Bde) usar
California I1st Sqdn, 18th Armd Cav Regt ARNG
40th Avn Co ARNG )
Florida 35th b1 Surg Hosp ARNG
Hawaid{ Trp €, 19th Cav ARNG
HHC, 29th Inf Bde ARNG
GS Plat, 29th Avn Co ARNG
29th Spt Bn ARNG
227th Engr Co ARNG Y
Hawal{ 1st 8n, 299th Inf ARNG
2d 8n, 299th Inf ARNG
100th Bn, 4424 Inf USAR
1st Bn, 487th Arty (105 How Twd) ARNG
Minois 724th Trans Co (Mdm Trk Petrl) USAR
Indfana 890th Trans Co (Mdm Trk) USAR ®
lowa 2d 8n, 133d Inf (Mech) ARNG
Xansas HHC, 69th Inf 8de ARNG
Trp €, 114th Gv ARNG
1st 8n, 137th Inf ARNG
2d 8n, 137th Inf ARNG 4
24 8n, 130th Arty (105 How Twd) ANG »
169th Engr Co ARNG
169th Spt ARNG
169th Avn wo ARMG
Massachusetts I1st 3n, 211st Arty (155 How Twd) ARNG
241st Ml Det (Inf 8de) USAR
Missouri 208th Engr Co (Panel Bridge) ARNG ®
New Jersey 141st Trans Co (Lt Irk 5T) ARNG
New York 203d Trans Co (Lt Trk ST) USAR
Rhode Island 115th M{1 Police Co ARNG
Texas 113th Maint Co (Lt) (OS) ARNG
Yirginia 304th Med Det (Equip Maint) USAR
]
»
®
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Unit Selection Criteria. The 76 ARNG and USAR units that we-
mobilized did not meet the five selection criteria in the prior®  urder
contemplated. Criterion 1 (requirements as identified by ©* _.MACV and
for the STRAF) was generally satisfied: 46 units were selected to fill
urgent force requirements in Viertnam, and 30 units were picked to
reinforce the STRAF. However, only 43 units were actually deployed while
33 units were retained in CONUS.

Criterion 2 (select units most operationally ready) was not
followad: oanly 59 of the 76 mobilized units were either current or
former SRF, while 2 units had no SRF counterpart. Criterion 3 (retain NG
i states for c¢civil disturbance threat) and Criterion 5 (geographic
spread) determined the selection of the remaining 15 units. Thus, 20
percent of the mobilized units was based on low-priority criteria.

Criterion 4 (proportionate ARNG and USAR) was not --curately
applied: 68.1 percent were ARNG while 31.9 percent were ' R, whereas
the actual proportioa at the time was 60 percent ARNG and .0 percent
USAR. This violation, though not alarming, nev.rtheiess contradicted the

nceselected criterion,

Finally, Criterion 5 (equitable distribution among states in relation
to population) was not possible to implement with such a small
mobilization, The mobilized units came from 34 states, with no equitahle
distribution in relation to the population of the 30 states. This
violatior is also not alarming, and was properly listed last in priority

ordet.4

Pubiic Information and Alert Messages. Alert messages were sent from
HQDA on 11 April to the 76 ARNG and USAR units being mobilized. The
public announcements of the mobilization, as well as a public
announcement of the specific units to be mobilized, occurred before the
official alert meossages were received by the units. This action caused
much consternstion, confusion and embarrassment among field commanders,
Adjutants General, and unit members.%

A coordinated DOD information plan for the military services,
governmental agencies, and members of Congress did not exist at any time
during the mobilizatioa planning phase 25 January-10 April 1968, The
final DOD-approvud version of a “Press Helease" and "Informatium fur
M.mbers of Congress" was nnt received at HQDA until 0930 hours, 11 April
1968--which was the date of Secretary Clifford's public announcement of a

mobilization.

Length of Service. The length of service on active duty for units
was a period not to exceed 24 months. The same length of service was
ordered for all mobilized Guard and Reserve officers. Since all officers
were unit members (none were IRR), officers were subsequently separated
from active duty (demobilized) at the same time as the unit with which
they were mobilized, regardless of the officer's assignment at the time
of mobilization.

Enlisted reservists who were mobilized with a unit hal a period of
service either the same as that of the unit or upon the end of their
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cvr - .uc term of enlistment or statutory Reserve obligation, whichever was
. “‘er. Trainee personnel (Reserve Enlistment Progrsm [REP]) wao
belonged to a unit ordered to active duty were ordered to active duty for
the same period as other enlisted reservists who were unit members. The
REP’s joined their unit upon completion of M0S training, if they were
able tc report to their unit prior to the bu.ginning of its unit trairing
program; otherwise, they received individual :rders as fillers, Enlisted
reservists of the IRR had a period of service of 24 months, including
active duty training which had already occurred, 1f not released
earlier.48

Eaxamptions and Delays. Unit members exempted from active duty
included those enlisted personnel whose statutory obligations or
enlistments expired on or before 12 December 1968, The Department of
Defense established the 12 December date to preclude activating personnel
having limited service time following mobi.ization. These Guardsmen and
Reservists were given the opportunity to voluntarily reenlist for at
least 12 months from the completion date of their statutory obligation or
enlistment. Also exempted were individuals from the IRR who had served
two or more years on active duty, and obligated perscanel with prior
active duty who had been mandatorily assigned to Reserve units. High
school students were deiayed entry into the service until they dropped
out of school, graduated or reached age 29, whichever came first. Also
delayed were officers who were attending medical schools or who were
participating in intern training.

Members of units whose order to active duty would result in severe
personal or community hardship were delayed or exempted, according t» the
individual case. Exempted personnel were transferred to nommobilized
USAR or ARHG units within commuting diszance against existing vacancies
or as overstrength. If therc were no units nearby, Reservists were
transferred to the IRR and Guardsrmen were transferred to the Inactive

National Guard.

Branch and MOS Qualification. Many of the mobillzed units had
personnel who were not branch-qualified or MOS-qualified: 36 percent of
the mobilized officers had not completed branch schools, and a large
number of enlisted personnel were not MOS-qualified. Two primary reasons
accounted for this sitwation: recent unit reorganizations, which changed
unit TOE, mission and structure, and a large number >f ARNG second
lieutenants who had recently graduated frow state OCSs but had not yet
completed their basic branch school. Nonbranch-qualified officers
(mostly lieutenants) in nondeploying units were either retained in units
and sent to school on TDY and return basis, or were sent to school TDY
and then utilized as individual fillers., In the case of depioying units,
non-MOS-qualified personnel were transferred to nondeploying units 3nd
were raplaced by Active Amy personnel.3?

QOverstrength. Officers in the grade of LTC and COL, and enlisted
E-8's and E-9's who were assigned to units as overstreugth upon
mobilization, were transferred to other units haviag such vacancies, All
other grades/ranks of overstrength officers and enlisted personnel
accompanied their unit to active duty. The general officer authorization
to be on active duty was increased by two positions (to accommodate the
commanding generals of the two Guard separate brigades).
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Individual R=2adv Reserve. ARNG and USAR mobilized units submitted
requisitions to their Army headquarters for enlisted personnel to fill
unit vacancies. The armiesa consolidated the requisitions and forwarded
them to the US Army Administration Center (USAAC) for action. The
initial requirement was for 3,069 enlisted fillers for the 76 mobilized
units.

Although the IRk totaled approximately 680,000 at the time, most IRR
sembers were not eligible for mobilization. Since an emergency or war
was not declared, the legal authority to activate the Ready Reservea was
Public Law 89-687. This law was the FY 1967 Department of Defense
Appropriatious Act which contained the usual appropriated language, but
also contain2d certain gobilization authority regarding both units and
members cf the Ready Reserve. The lav prohibited calling up 1RR members
who had completed two or more years o active service, as well as thogse
who had fultilled rheir statutory raserve military obligation. These
legal restrictions eliminated 99 percert of the IRR from mcbilization

eligzibilicy.

The IRR pocl of eligible enliated reserviats totaied only 4,132, and
sll of them were personnel «~0 had enlisted in a unit under provisions of
the 1953 Roserve Enlistment Program (REP-63) and who had subsequently
been transferied tc the IRR for a variety of reasons. Xo officers from
the [.F were recalled because only 93 were =2ligible frowr an inicial

preicction of 2,400,023

0f the 4,132 IRR enlisted members initially selected by JSAAC to
¢acists the 3,069 “iller requirement, 1,380 were aubscquantly exempted:
37! for hardship and Jependency, 175 for special mobilization criteria,
220 n:d a unit or active service prior to isauance of orders, 298 were
medicall - disqualified, and 325 were not locatable. The number of IRR
snliated sembers actually mobilized totaled 2,752, of which 1,692 were
yasizned 13 fillers to the mobilized ARNG and USAR unita and 1,060 were

assizned o Active Army units. 4

“q1t Sgrength. The actual number of unit members mobilized was lower
han o0 nat+4 by the Defense Department, largely because the callup
ad ased on TOe sathorize?! strength rather than ass:zned strength.
actar contributing to decresased strength was the loss of
« »f men wnose terms of service were to expire by 12 December 1968
- had dec’ited to extend their enlistments.’
eempt .on and delsy solicies also contrivuted to the iasy of
sted personnel. within the Aruy Reserve unita ordered to
| 41viduals (13,8 percent of altered strenzth) were lost
e Aravy Guard fared simeshat hetter--lesing
the.r aler ¢d strea, th, [he 76 ARNG and USAR units

- apre th of "‘,.;u,"‘
semt SAF unite, Reserve Cowponent units were 4uthorized
£ e e rior to mobilization. Upan modilization,
ARM, umite avezage? BY percent of TOE strength,
ereane nit shortag«+s were filled
. tive Arav personnel. Fourteen
. aut hor d va riebilized ynits was




Movement to Mobilization Stations, Movement from home stations to
mobilization stations began on l4 May, and was completed on 21 May by the
43 deploying units and on 27 Mzy by the 33 STRAF units. Every possible
mode of transportation was used in moving personnel and uaits (road,
military air, POV, commercial air, rail, ship, and bus). Due to
shortages of rail cars_and poor planning, delays wers experienced in
moving urit equipmeut.?®

Movement of dependents and househcld goods to the mobilizacion
stations was not authorized. Furthermore, thz Army did not pay for
travel by private autowobile, except when it was in the government's
interast or for compassiocate reasons. These policies created a major
morale problem, because active duty filler personnel were extended full
privileges for the movement of their dependents and household goods.
Eventually this irequity was corrected but not before morale was severely

damaged.s‘

Stationing Plans and Faciliriea. The prepara“ion of stationing plans
was the responsibility of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Lozistics.
Conciderable 4ifficulty was experienced in this enieavor, owing to troop
list charges and because time and authority to coordinate with HQ
USCONARC aa’ CONUS Armies were precluded. Stationing plans were prepared
for force packsges varying in size from 9,000 to aearly 1J0,000
personnel, Typical of the dilemma wss whether to locate a group of
nondivisional units at a particular post or %o save that installation for
a4 brigide which wight wunter the troop lisr, Another dilemma was the
necessity to provide proper training and fscilities at the mobilization
station when different types of units entered the troop lisr. The
planne~s never knew when the mobilization would occur, if there would ve
oultiple mobilizations {phased), what active deplcyments might occur
prior to or concurreatly with wmobilization, what units would be
mobilized. the time beiween alert and movement to mobilization siations
(important in determining an installation's capability to provide
facilities for the new units), or the size cf the mobilization.

These facts explain why, for example, the mobilized 69th Infartry
Brigsde from Kansas was initially schzduled to be stationed at Fort
Camphell due to the guidance that the 6th Infantry Division at that site
would be inaciivated, When asobilization finally occurred, the 69th
Brigade had ts by shifred to Fort Carsou and the 6th Division was
centianed at For: Campuell.

The final detailed statioring plan prior to mobilization was made for
a force of 54,000, When only 22,786 Army RC v.re later mobilized, there
was insufficient time to make necessarv and timely changes to the
stationing plan.ﬁo

Had the mobilizatinn %een larger, inadequate facilities wruld have
been tequired for housing troops. Although no tents wcre used to house
troops, tents were utiiized tor administration, maintenance, wupply, and
storaye purposes, BOQ space in Fort Carson was provided by commercial
motels under si. Army contract. To accomrmodate mobilized units, $1.2
million was provided :n a 1968 Supplemental Appropriation for
tehabilication of barracks, mess halls, B(Q's, dayrooms, supolv, and
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edministrative buildings. The various mobilization statiuns had
requested $2.8 million for these purposes.

Equipmeut Shortages. Equipment planning and distribution for the
mobilized units was chaotic. Flanners at HQDA did not know, even after

the fina'l troop list was determined, the true status of those unite. The
incredible assumption was made that unite scheduled tor deplovment were
in a combut ready status. Equipment shurtage reports were avaclable at
QDA ror onl- 39 of the /6 mobilized ARNG and USAR units. [t was assumed
that the otrer 37 units had an equipment status proportionate to that of
the total Reserve Components. The analysts did not know ia maany cases
the TOE under which the mobilized units wer¢ o-panized. Neither waa it
known by the pianners at QDA what equipment of a particular unit was
actuallv being kept 1in equipment pools at field training sites, In
actual fact, apon mobilization, all 76 Army RC units were rated C-4 in
equiprent readiness.f?

(n 19 April, DA sent a message to tle 43 deploying units assigning
each an MTOE., Many units did not have the MIQOE series available and were
thus unable to base their equipment requests o the MTOE under which they
were to be deployed. In fact, ssme units did not receive the message.
The Armyv's logistics whoiesale system was thrown into confusion by the
MTOE decision, and the situation was made even worse by faulty
assumptions and confusing logistical instructiong.®3

As requircments for equipment became firm, based on equipment status
reports submitted by the mobilized units, DA immediately made decisions
for distribution an+i redistribution. Extraordinary management procedures
were developed to accomnlish the equipment issue. Many logistics
directives were iszued to the field, arriving late to units or not
arriving at all due to an inadequate communications system. There was
considerable confusion in interpreting the various directives by units

and commanders at all leveis.?+

By 12 July 1968 (61 days after alert), all mobilized units had
rece  ved the necessary equipment to bring them to a readiness condition
ot C-1 for eouipment. Since many of the RC supply and maintenance
parsonnel were not authorized to receivse, nor had received, training in
Active Army supply and maintenance eystems and procedures, there were
ni:ierous probiems with records and reports. The redistribution of
cquipaent causced many lifficulties in the areas of documentation,
scheduling, movem2nt, and followup procedurus.65

Prior to the 1965 buildup of US troops in Vietnam, Army procurement
of squipment and missiles had been s-able for 3 years at about $2.7
billion per vear. The iundustrial base was operating at a relatively low
level. and procurerment and receipt of equipment lsgged far behind
requlrements starting in 1965, Items needed in Vietnam were taken from
Reserve Cemponent units and from Active Army units not in Southeast Asia.

The Army’s post-Vietnam logistics analysis attributed four main
reasons for the shortfall in equipment and supply requirements:




1. A planning assumption that all hostilities would end by 30
June 1967. Thia assumption not only restrained Aruy budgec programs, but
also caused producers not to bid on the contracts to be awarded.

2. The lack of a full mobilization atmosphere precluded the full
employment of the Defense Production Act of 1950.

J. The "No Buy" restriction that was piaced on the procurement
of major items of equipment for temporary forces. This 00D policy
resulted in reduced reserve stocks and in reduced readiness posture of
units that forfeited the equipwent for which it was originally purchased.

4. Sole scurce of procurement. Manufacturers that were
providing the single source of procurement in some cases could not
increase production Zast enough to meet requirements or did not elect to
expand production to meet temporarily increased sales to the Government.
In addition, new scurces of production were reluctant to enter the
market.

Training. By 2’ May 1968, all 76 ARNG and USAR mobilized units had
arrivea at their mobilization statious and immediately began a training
program. The Army Training Program (ATP) a:t the time prescribed a
certain pace and ce.tain subjects, based on astounding assumptions that
everv unit was filled with each auchorized grade and that each individual
was MOS-qualified. Since neither of these key assumptions was vzlid for
the mobilized units in 1568 (and had never been valid in US history),
units wcre forced to simultaneously conduct individual training in
addition to unit treining. This requirement naturally slowed down the
pace and progress of unit training and resulted in the need for
extensions of unit training time beyond that which was prescribed in the
ATP, The issue of new or different equipment (including the M-16 rifle)
which was unfamiliar to the ARNG and USAR was also a contributing factor
in extending unit traini%% time bYeyond that which was forecast during
premobilizztion planning.

HQDA estimated prior to mobil.zation that the maximum time required
to train units would be 8 week.. The actual traiiing time was extended
for 58 of the 76 units. The Army's after-action report for the 1968
mobilization states the following about training time:

The requirement for additional training time should not
necessarily be attributed %o deficiencies in Reserve
Component training., It was largely a result of the MOS
qualification problems caused by reorganization, the
need to retrain on new equipment, late arrival of
equipmant, premobilization civil disturbance training,
and infugior of new personnel., These were foreseeable
problems and should have been considered in
premobilization estimates.

Unit Integrity. Members of mobilized ARNG and USAR units were either
retained in their units or were used as individual fillers. The Federal
Law in 1968 (Title 10, U,S.C., 672(:)) snd DOD Directive 1235.6 permitted
this option. However, violations of unit integrity were so prevalent
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initially that the Department of the Army adopted a policy on 30 July
19598 that limited the individusl reassignments from units to 24 percent
per quarter of the unit's strength, or 10 percent in any single month.

Unit irtegrity was not maintained with either the units that deployed
to Vietnam or those that were nondeployed. In the case of the
nondeployed units, individuals were pulled and used as replacements
bacause of the reassigmnent policy whicii was necessitated by the rotation
policy in Vietnam. For example, the 29th Infantry Brigade was levied for
1,500 personnel in early 1969 to serve ¢s replacements in Vietnam. Most
units deployed to Vietnam also lost tneir unit integrity due to the
rotation policy. Guard and Reserve unit members were cransferred from
their unit to preclude all personnel of - unit being eligible to rotate
back to the United States at the same tim:.

0f the 12,234 mobilized Army Nationa! Gunacdsmen, 2,729 reported to
Vietnam with theic units, but many were subsequently transferred to other
units., Of <he 9,505 Guardsmen whose unit: remained in CONUS and Hawaidi,

£,31L wer2 latar sent to Vietnam as fillera.’!

Pergonnel Turbulence. Duaring the 2-ye:nr period 30 June 1965-30 June
1967, the Aruy gained 1,057,900 pcrsonnel snd lost 584,500, While the
irmy's total strength was expanding 50 pe-cent, it was simultaneously
losing 24,070 trained personnel each montk, resulting in a turnover
lerger than its peak strength. Stated differently, it took over 1
million men to achieve an increase of less chan 474,000 during the first

2 years of the ground war.

General Westmoreland addressed tours of duty in his Report on the War
in Vietnam: "In the belief that high moral. and fresh enthusiasm would
oftset problems of continuity and experiencs, I insisted on a standard
tour of one year except for gineral otficers."

The personrel replacemen*’. system was a nroblem of great magnitude,
caused in large part by the program of l-vear tours for personnel
assigned to Vietnam. Beginning in 1365, th: Army avoided 10U percent
rotatior. of men In a unit at the erd _{ (hei. l2-woath tour by insuring
thit no more than 25 percent of a unit would be rotat~d in auny one
month. Tris regular raplacement of personnel in Vietnam resulted in a
nesr ccmplete anaual turnover. Rotation after one year boosted
individ:ial wmorale, but it also severely weakened units--all units,
whaetiwe combat, combat support, or combat service support=—that had to
seng experierced and qualified wen home. The rotation policy restricted
apuraticns and togistics in the war theater ind also adversely impacted
traiaing requiremen*s.,

Persoanel turbulence was a majur problem also because of the
Fresidential decision made in 1965 (aad never altered) to continuz normal
separations. Terms of enlistmants were not extended. Consequently,
discharges at the end of periods of obligated service, resignations, and
retirements occurred during the war just as in peacetime. This policy
ioverely restricted the Ammy, causing a shortage of officers in all
grades (except licutenant), and causing the Strategic Army Reserve and US
Army Europe to reduce their readincss by providing trained trooyrs for
South Vietnam.
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Deployment. Plans to deploy RC units to Vietnam initially proceeded
just as for overseaa movement of Rezular Army deploying units. This
planning was interrupted by a series of lawsuirs initiated by some
individuals in an attempt to preclude their deployment. They contended
that the legal authority exercised by the President to mobilize was
unconstitutional, or that the callup violated their enlistment contract.
HQDA had to decide whether to deploy the balance of the unit as scheduled
without the litiguats, or to delay the entire unit's deployment pending
resolution of the lawsuits. The decision was to consider each case
individually based on many factors including the number of personnel,
prior commitment of airlift and sealift, and whether the unit could
accomplish its mission without the litigants.’? The US Supreme Court
ruled on 7 October 1968 that the mobilizaticrn was legal, thus putting to
rest the lawsuits.’6

Although 4F units initially were selected for deplovment to Vietnam
(snd pobilized for that purpose), the numbter was adjusted three times
berween May ind Decewmber. The final deployment of mobilized units
nunbered 3, and the other mobilized 33 units were assigned to STRAF. By
Decewber 1968, the 43 urits (8 NMational Guard and 35 Army Reserve) were
deployed tu “ietnam. Most of these units were in Vietnam vithin 4 to 5
months afcer the callup.

Fmplovment in Vietnam. In writing abecur the emplcyment of ARNG and
USAR units in Vietnam, the Department of the Army coicluded: "nits of
the Reeserve Components zalled to active duty performed well . . . . The
few National Guard snd Reserve units . . . were very good." Brigadier
GCeneral James Guan, CG, US Army Support Command, Da Nang, stated that ".
. . these units proved to be outstandirg in every respect. They were
cemposed of mature officers and men who arrived in-country with 100
percent of their TUE strength and equipment. They were for the most part
well-educated and highly motivated and skilled . . . "78 A listing of
the 43 units deployed and their use in Vietnam fcllows. The list is not
to be interpreted as meeting 8 unit integrity criterion, as unit
membership frequently changed during the unit's emplovment in Vietnam, 79

ARNG UNITS

107¢ch Signal Company (Suppart) (Rhode Island)

Thi- unit's 260 uambers train.d at Fort Deovens, Massachuserts, for 5
nonths before being deployed 1. October 1968 to Vietnam. Initially
agsigred to the lst Signal Brigada, it was later transferred to the 972d
Signal Battalion, with its platoons opersting out of Lonz Binh, Can Tho,
and Tan Ninh. Between 19 October 1968 and 24 Jaauarv 1969, neaily half
(121) of its meunbers had been reassigned to otiter units throughout RVN.
The cowpany was demobilized (rel:ased from active duty) on 17 Octoher
1969.

116th Encineer Bactalion {Combst) (Idaho)

The bittalion (815 Guardsmer) underwon: 9 weeks of trainin: ac Fort
Lewias, Washington, and were deployed tv Vietnam the tirst >k of
September 1968. The unit, based at Bao Loc, upyrided and mainiained a
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100-mile portion of National Highway 20. Demobilizatior was 5 September
1969.

126th Supply and Service Company (DS) (Illinois)

Following 6 months of training at Fort Carson, Colorado, the 125
members of the composite service company were deployed to Chu Lai. The
unit served under the 50th General Support Group in Da Nang, and provided
supply and sarvice support to approximately 25,000 troops in I Corps.
Demobilization v2g 1% August 1969,

1llst Engineer Company (Light Equipment) (Vermont)

After 4 months of training at Fort Belvoir, Virginia, this 179-member
company was deployed to Ban Me Thout in the Central Highlands to improve
Highway 21 and to help mcve Montagnard civilians to more secure homes.
Demobilization occurred 12 September 1969.

2nd Battalion, 138th Artillery (155 How Sp) (Kentucky)

This battalion, consisting of 545 Guardsmen, underwent 13 weeks of
trainiug at Fort Hood, Texas. The unit deployed initially to Phu Bai,
ard from there to a series of five support bases between Hue and Da
Nang. The unit provided general support rezinforcing artillery fire, as
an element of the Provisional Corps Vietnam Artillery, to the 10lst
Airborne Division. Demobilization occurred 20 October 1369.

Company D, 151st Infantry (Long-Range Patrol) (Indiana)

Prior to the mobilization, 97 percent of this company had been
awvarded the Jungle Expert Patch after completing jungle training at the
Army School of the Americas, Fort Sherman, Psnama. Following
mobilization, the urit (207 members) trained for © months at Fort
Benning, Georgia, and was deployeil in November 1968 to Long Binh in
support of II Field Forces. This company became the first ARNG unit
since the Korean War to add the Combat Infantry Streamer to its guidon,
the criterion for which was that at lzast 65 percent of its strenrgth had
been awarded the Combat Infantryman's Badge. Demobilization occurred 26

November 1969,

Jrd Battalion, 197th Artillery (155 How Fwd) (New Hampshire)

Entering active duty witk 506 members, this battalion trained for &
months at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, before deploying in mid-S$e¢,.tember
1968 to RVN. Operaring with a base camp at Phu Loi, the unit served with
the 23rd Artillery Croup and provided fire support and artillery liaison
tesme and farugerd observer teams throushout the IIl Field Force area of
operations. Many of the Guardsmen were reassigned to other units

throughout RVN,

650th Medical Detachment (Dental Service) (Alabsma)

After ) months of training at Fort Campbell, Kentucky, this J2-member
detachment became the first ARNG unit deployed to Vietnam, arriving
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in-country on 27 August 1968. Nine unit wmembers provided dental services
for the combat support personnel at Long Binh Dental Clinic, a few
operated a dental clinic at Bearcat, and the balance were infused

throughout RVN.

USAR_UNITS

74th Field Hospital (New York)

Stationed at Long Binh, the 74th provided the only facility in IIL
Corps and LV Corps tactical zon2s responsj :le for the caring of prisoners
of war.

172nd Transportation Company (Mdm Trk Cargo) (Nebraska)

Stationed at Cam Ranh Bay, the unit conducted long-haul convoy runs
throughout the southern portion of the II Corps tactical zone, supplying
combat troops with ammunition, food, petrouleur, and other supplies.

173rd Petroleum Company (Oper) (Mississippl)

After training at Fort Lee, Virginia, the unit deployed to a base 50
miles south of the DMZ in Vietnam, then to Phu Bai where they operated
tank farms that issued 100,000 gallons of gasoline a day.

231st Transportation Company (Mdm Boat) (Florida)

Cited as the outstanding Army transportation unit in Vietnam in
1968-69, the 231lst used Mechanized Landing Craft (LCM's) to transport
ammunition, food, petroleum, lumber, and other necessary day-to-day items
to Delta ports such as Can Tho, Binh Thuy, and Dong Tam.

237th Maintengnce Company (DS) (New York)

Arrivitg in Vietnam in October, the unit provided support to the
108th Artillery Group north of Quang Tri. They overhauled 175mm and
8-inch artillery pieces, and repaired wheeled vehicles, refrigerators,
and generators.

238th Maintenance Company (DS) (Div) (Texas)

Located on a branch of the Mekong River Delta near Dong Tam, the
238th provided direct maintenance support for the 86th Eangineer Battalion
and all nondivisional units in eight northern provinces of the IV Corps
tactical zone. They repaired and serviced all types of track and wheeled
vehicles, electronic equipment, and weapons. The company also provided
maintenance contact teams which served with Military Assistance Command,
Vietnam (MACY),

259th Quartermaster Battalion (POL) (Utah)

HHC of the battalion was from Orem, Utah. 1Its 173rd QM Co (Petrol
Ops) was from Mississippi; the 842d QM Co (Petrol Sup) (Fwd) was from
Kansas; and a platson of the 737th TC Co (Mdm Trk Petrl) was froa
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Washington-—an "all-USAR" uait. The battalion was _cepunsiolc for the
storsge, transportation and distribution of all petroleum products in the
northernmost provinces of Vietnam.

295th Ordnance Company (Ammo) (DS/GS) (Nebraska)

The company was responsible for receiving, storing, and issuing
ammunition in the southern L Corps tactical zone. The unit also operated
a "brass yard," to recover reusable ammunition contaicers, and an
ammunition condition report yard, where ammunition was stored while
awaiting anslysis for reissue, retrograde or destruction.

305¢h Medical Detachment (Ortho) {Pennsylvania)

After deployment to Vietnam, the detachment servec 't the 312th
Evacuation Hospital at Chu Lai. This unit had the “’sti.-lion of having
a female comrander, LTC Anna M. Brady, wh~ - 3. - . .. ecame Chief of
Professional Services for the 3i2th Eva:-- -u fuspital.

Jllth Field Hospital (Ohio)

Upon mooilization, the 31llth was sent to Fort Leonardwood, Missciri,
for 5 wunths of training. When daployed to Vietnam, the unit was sulit
inty two elerw nts——one was sent to Phy Thanh to operate a convalesc:nt
faciliry fcr POW's and the other was attached to the 85th Evacuati:

Hospital at Quo Nhon, 80

312¢ck Evacuation Hgspital {Smbl) (Jorth Carolina)

The 312ch, stationed at Chu Lai, was reportedly the busiest medical
evacuation hospital in Vietnam. The unit admitted 4,000 patients snd
treated another 7,000 outpa:ients.

313ch Medical Detachmeng (Surgical) (Virginii)

Unon mobilization, this unit of one enlisted man went to Fort Belvoir
for approximately 4 months. During this time, the unit was brought up to
strength and deployed to Vietnam where it was attached to the 22nd
Surgical Yospital (MUST) at Phu Bal in support of the 10lst Airborne

Division.

316th Medical Detachment (Blood Distribution) (New York)

Ovrganized in January 1968 and mobilized in Msy of that vear, the unit
was attached to the 9th Medictl Laboratory snd was responsible for blood
distributiun throughout Vietnat.

319th Trapsportation Comgany (Light Trk) (Georgia)

As part of the 6th Battalion of the 48th Transportstion Group, the
unit was involved in hauling supplies and e¢quipment from the Army Depot
it Long Binh Pest, 20 miles northeast of Saigon, to units in southern

South Vietnam.
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336ch Ordnance Battalion (Ammo) (DS) (Arkansas)

With headquarters in Da Nang, the unit supplied ammunition for ell
forces throughout the I Corps tactical zone. In addition to maintaining
ammunition supply points, they fielded techmical assistance teams who
provided instruction on the proper handling and storage of acmunition.

357th Transportation Company (Acft) (DS) (Pennsylvania)

While stationed at Bien Hoa Air Base, just northwest of Saicon, the
unit was responsible for repairing and servicing helicopters.

377th Maintenance Company (Light) (DS) (Wisgqnsin)

Located at the huge logistical complex at vam Ranh Bay, the urit
repaired venicles, office machinery, and small arms for units throughout
the II Corps area, and also provided * _hnical sssistance to 67 units of
the 1s: Log Command.

"_2iral Detachm- .. {Neurological) (Teanessee)

Following &4 1/2 uonths at Fort Carson, Colorado, this 7-member unit
was attached to .e 312th Evacuation Hospitai at Chu Lai.

413th Finan-e Sectign (Geqrgia)

From its base in Phu Bia, the unit was responsible for finance
support to troops operating in the I Corps tactical zone, handling a
monthly payroli of more than $2,240,000 for nearly 15,000 troops.

424th Persannel Sarvige Gompany (Tvpe B) (Michizan)

Following training at Fort Hood, Texas, for 5 months, the unit
departed CONUS in October for assignment with the €0th General Support
Group in Da Nang. The company provided personnel services for
approximately 550 officers and 8,000 enlisted personnel in the US Army
Support Command.

4468th Armv Postal Unit (TyZ) {Mew York)

This 25-nan unit processed mail for approximatcly 50,000 men in more
than 100 units in II Ccrps tactical zone.

452nd General Supply Compsny (GS) (Fwd) {Minnesota)

Operating out of FPhu Bai, the company stored and distributed rations
for approximately 45,000 troops iu the northern ! Cocns tactical zone.

412nd vedical Detachmen® bylance) (Marylsngd)
Upon deploynent to Vietnam, the 472ud was based in Chu Lai. The

detachment wsrs reitwised from active 4..v an 9 Auzust 1969 and teturned co
Rockville., HMicviand, witn 1! anlisted persannpe!,3d




482nd Medical . etachment (Egquipment Maintenance) (Illinois)

This unit supported medical facilities in the [1 Corps tactical zone,
and operated out of the Cam Ranh Bay complex.

513th Maintenance Battalion (Massachusetts)

Tne battalion provided direct support maintenaince fo: noadivisional
units in the 1 Corps area. Maintenance responsibilities included the
repair and servicing of artillery weapons, wheel and tracked vehicles and
electronic equipment.

630th Transportation Company (Mcdm Trk) {Pemnsylvania)

After approximately 45 days at Fort Meade, Maryland, the unit was
deployed to Phu Bai and operating under the Da Nang Support Cormand,
supported the 82ad Airborme Division. The unit hauled ammunition, food,
petroleum products, and other essential supplies needed to support combat

troops.

737th Transportation Cowmpany {Med Trk Petrol) (Washington)

With a platoon in support of the 25%th Qm Bn (POL), the remainder of
the company-delivered petroleum products and dry cargo throughout the I
Corps tactical zone. Operating out of Chu lLai, in support of the
Americal Division, the company was under the operational control of the
Da Nang Support Command.

825th Ordnance Company (Ammo) (DS/GS) (Wisconsin)

After arriving in Vietnam in the fall, the unit was stationed at Long
Binh and became part of the largest ammunition depot in Vietnam. Serving
under the 3rd Ordnance Battalion, the company unloaded, classified,
stored, and issued ammunition to convoys ruaring from the centrai
highlands to the Mekong River Delta.

842ad Quartermaster Companv (Pesrol Sup) (Fwd) (Kansas)

Operating out of Quang Tri as an element of the 259th Qw Bn, the unit
minaged petroleum storage farms and package yards, issuing two million
gallon. of products a month. The company also operated and maintained 40
miles of pipeline running from Camp Evans to Dong Ha. The biggest
consumer of their products was the lst Brigade, 5th Llnfantvry Division

{Mech).

889th Medical Detachment (Surgical) (Virginia)

This unit was attached to the 312th Evacuation Huspital and provided
medical suppert to US and Allied Forces in the Northern I Corps tactical

zone.86

950th Armv Postal Unit (APU) (Tvl!') (Xentucky)




Operating at Can Tho in the Mekong River Delta, this 15-man unit
provided mail services for nearly 10,000 Army and Air Force troops.

978th Army Postal Unit (APU) (TyU) (Arkansas)

This unit operated the Quant Tri Army post office, which served
approximately 5,000 nondivisional troops in the area south of the DMZ.
They handled over 3,5)0 pcunds of mail daily, waicn doubled during the
Christmas season.

10l11lth Service and Supply Company (DS) (Kansas)

Serving under the Saigon Area Support Coumard, the unit had the
mission of supplying food, weapons, clothing, gasoline, vehicle parts and
administrative materials for the Royal Thailand Avmy element in the
Allied Forces and the US Air Force.

1002nd Supply and Service Companv (DS) (Ohio)

The bath and laurdry platoon provided showers and clean clothing for
elements of the 10lst Airborne Division (Air Mbl). Ln addition, the
1002nd operated an ice cream plant at Camp Evans.

1018th Supply and Service Company (DS) (New York)

In Vietnam, this unit supplied clothing, field gear, petroleum, =.d
construction materials to more than 70 units in the I Corps tactical zone.

Demobilization. The mobilized units had been alerted on 11 April
1968 and actually entered active duty on 12 May 1968 (M-Day).
Postmobilization training programs were then conducted varying in length
from about 7 to 28 weeks. Between August and December 1968, 43 units
deployed to Vietnam, while the balance became part of the Army's
strategic reserve. The first Army RC unit was demobilized oan 19 July
1969. Of the units deployed to Vietnam, demobilization was completed on
26 November 1969, while the units that were rctained in CONUS/Hawaii were
all demobilized by 12 December 1969. Thus, the shortest period of time
spent on active duty by a unit was 14 months, while the longest time was

19 months.87

Army planning policies for demobilization were disseminated in
December 1968, and the implementing directive was issued in June 1969.
The unit demobilization process envisicned the unit members to be
assembled at the unit's hometown location for a formal demobilization
ceremony. Since unit iategrity had been severely violated, for deployed
as well as nondeployed units, many original unit mcmbers were scattered
throughout the Army by the summer of 1909. Reestablighment of unit
integrity for demobilization was a major problem. The Department of the
Army established on 23 June 1969 five methods by which Guard and Reserve
mesbers of mobilized units would rejoin their uni*s for demobilizaciun.
The order of priority was:

1. Rejoin uanit at its active duty station not earlier than JU
days prior to its demobilization.




2. Rejoin unit enroute to its demobilization staticn.

3. Rejoin unit at its demobilization station not later than 14
days before its release date.

4. Rejoin unit at its home statioa (mobilization :station) not
earlier chaa 7 bur nc*t later than 3 days before its release date.

J. Nect r2join uait, but be inaividually separated.

The Army soon discovered that priorities one, two, and Lhree caused
excessive movement of individuals, and therefore attempted to implement
only priority four becween July and October 1969. On 2 Octrober 1969, Das
gave up :chis priority and thereafter implemented priority five. Many
personnel never r2joined their units prior to decobilization. Accounting
for individuals cransferred from mobilized R wnits wxs not achieved and
many were unaccountcd for when reyuired to return ro their pareant unit
for demobilizatiun. Recruitment-retention counseiing and administrztive
procedurcs to retaia the maximum numbar of demobilizel persomael in uunits

o g
werc unaatxsfactory.~9

Units that kad oveen deployed to Vietniu were demobilized with no unit
equirment at all, and the balance were demobilized with so lictle of
thei: 2quipuent that simple training needs were not satisfied in some
case:, 1o nvarcome this problem, some equipxent was puiled from other
ARNG aud USAR units and redistributea to the recently dewobilized units.
Department of the Army issued somz equipment in such a state of disrepair
that it wa3s unserviceable. The units returning from Vietnam were
prchibited by DA from maintaining libraries of military publications and
blank forms, which imposed additional administrative workload and impeded
operations at home statinns.

There was a contiasuing need in the active force for tune type of ARNG
and USAR units that had been dzuobiliied. To satisfy this requirement,
the Army newly organized active units at the same locations to replace
ti.e ARNC and USAR units.

All bur on? of the 76 mobilized units remained in rthe RC structure
rpon demokilization. The 35th Mobilc Surgical Hospital was subsequently
eliminated. Of the other 75 units, all ctnt 3 were reconstituted in the
AIWNG/USAR structure at their premobili:ation coafigu-ation: The €S
Platcon cf thz 29tk Aviation Company was redesignated as the 2929th
“edical LDetichment (Air Ambulanc2); the 107th Signal! Company {(.upport)}
wis redesignated as the 10/:h Sicnal Companv, Small Headquarters
vorativas: ard the 203rd Transportation Compary (Lt Trne<=> 1/2 Ton) was
rviosignated as the 223rd Transportation Company (Lt Tracik-> Tonj. 7t

?erformance Ratinza. The Secretary of Defense Jrote the following
abtout the impertunce and perfortance ot the Guard and Reserve siemming
from the two mobilizations of 1968%:

t 's v privilege te resort that l-eir perforrance of
faty 1 ceneral, particalarly those 28signed to  ombat
i <, 15 7220 exen,.iarv and in the higkest tradit.ous




Q
of the military services. Their augmentation and
support of the regular military forces have mate. ially
concributed to the successful fulfillment of military
missions and to the national security and interests of
the United States during a period of critical need.?2 ' 3

The praise was repedted the following year by the Sec.e.ary, who
spoke also of the views of fieid commanders:

Senior field cnrmwanders In the Vietuam combat zone have

been unanimous in tieir praise of the performance of o
Reserve Component units in combat, combet support, and

combat sarvice support recles. In an eavironment of

outstanding performance ty US Army units and a high

degree of prefessionzl coczpatence, the rapreseantatives

of the Army National Cuard and S Army Resarve

pericrmed with distiection.93 'Y

Oa 16 December 1969, President Nixnn conducied a special White ilouse
ceremony £cr the commander (or his represeatative) of each mobilizeu
unirt, and 1ssued a proclamarion cxpress’ng appreciation to zll Guardimen
and Reservists who had served as part of the two 1968 mobiiizations.
Fellowing the ceremsny, each Service Secretary snd Cniref of Staff (]
co-hosted & special lunche~n tor the participating Guardsmen and
Reservists, with Generua! Westmoreland addressing the Army component
luncheon at the Fert Myer Qfficers' Club, The Piesidential Proclamaticn
was as follows:

EY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 3TATES OF AMERICA A
PRCCLAMATION

In January ard May of 1968, one hundred and fifteen
units from the Reserve Ccmponents of the Army, Navy,
and Air Force were ordered to active duty to quickly
augment the Active Forces. This action provided this
country with armed strength capability with which to
meet possible contingencies thdat might have arisen as a
result of the threats and actions by the North Koreans
and the need for additional troops in Vietnam caused by
the TET Offensive.

Many of these unites acve served in Vietndm while others
have serven in Korea, Japan, and the Unred Srai:s.
Those units remaining in the mited States were
primarily ured to <trenzthen the sirdteg'e roserve and
participate in the Militery ai:lift Cowmmand operarions.

By June 18th, Reserve urits of L Naval A1r Rsurve,

the Naval Peserve Mcbile Coastruction Eutzalioas

(CEAREES) . the Air Nocruona! Gaard iad v a.r Forle
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All of these Reserve Component units responded to the
Nation's csall in time of need and established records
of performancz, both in and out of combat, which have
demonstrated a level of readiness and training never
before acliieved by our reserve fo:ces. In addition,
many individual raservists volunteered for active duty
dering this period. They have truly uphzld the
heritage and tradition of the citizen soldier and unave
again proven that both the National Guard ana the
Reserves are a great resource for our country and cne
which is nec2ssary to our national security. NOW,
THEREFORE, I, RICHARD NIXON, Presiuent of the United
States of America, do heraby issue this proclamation in
recognition of and appreciation lor the patriotic,
dedicated and protessional service of our loyal members
of the Reserve Componerts of tue Armea Forces of the
United States.

IN WITNRESS WHEREOF, I have htereunto s«t my hand this
16ti: day of December, in the year of ciT Lord nineteen
hundred and sixty-nine, and of the Ind pendence of the
United States of Aamcrica the on: hiadred and
ninety-fnurth.ga
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS AND INTERPRETATIONS

Three overriding conclusions stand out among those regarding
mobilization of Guard end Reserve forces throughout US history (including
the Vietnam War): First, wvhen one reflects on the eutire course of US
military history, the initial focus is unalterably un the Militia, which
wss the sole military establishment from 1607 (Jamestown) until 1789
(Regular Army established under the Constitution)., What is even more
imgortant than the exclusive reliance on the Militia during the first
half of American history has been rhe paramount importance of the
Militia/National Guard and Reserves during the second half. Extensive
reliance on the Reserve Components has prevailed throughout all of US
history and this initial reliance continues today under the name "Total
Force.” Early mobilization of the RC has been a basic factor on which
depended the successful prosecution of all US wars,

Second, the Militia/National Guard and Reserves have never been
adequately equipped. The responsibility for equipping the Militia was
first adopted by the Federal Government in 1808, and from that time
onwsrd the Army (and other Services) provided arms and equipment to the
RC via a half-hearted or less, trickle-down process. The result has
bzen, in many cases, insufficient or insdequate equipment with which to
merely train, and never have the Guard and Reserve units had full TOE
combat standard equipment. The Regular Army hae never seriously
considered or satisfied total Army 2quipment requirements, has not
learned how to quickly and efficiently redistribute equipmwent during
partial mobilization, and has not integrated Guard and Reserve logistics
systems with the Active Army systems.

Third, mobilization of the RC has never been adequately planned.
Mobilization planning has been generally nonexistent, and in the cases
when some plans were prepared, they were based on grossly faulty
assumptions, A result has been the conduct of mobilizations having the
same errors, problems, and inefficiencies as previous mobilizations. It
is embarrassing at best and disgusting at worst to realize that the US
Army must relearn the lesscns frowm past mobilizations upon each new one.
Mobilization planning is not intellectually demanding work. It is
time-consuming and requires a great deal of coordination, but it can be
properly accomplished if the 0SD and Service Seacretariats demand it--and
only if that demand is enforced. Plans must provide for partial as well
as full mobilizations.

The regular arrangement, then, throughout US history has been: (1)
paramount reliance on the Guard and Reserves during wars and other
emergencies; (2) woefully insufficient provisions for the Guard and
Reserves during peacetime; and (3) manifestly inadequate mobilization
planning. The amazing truth of history is the contradiction among these
three arrangements.

Readiness is the extent to which a nation’s armed forces are prepared

to go to war. Placing a high reliance on the RC without providing them
the necessary weapons and equipment, and without adequately planning the
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conduct of a full or partial mobilization, do not lead to the attainment
of readiness. What is equally true and alarming is that what meager
¢quipment that has been provided the RC during peacetime has been
withdravn in large quantities in the three most recent wmobilizations
(Korean War, Berlin Crisis, and the Vietnam War). These conclusions and
interpretations, and others, are amplified as follows:

l. Purpose and Meaning of Mobilization.

Mobilization is both a military and political event of
crucial importance. The purpose and meaning of mobilization to the
military can be expressed in one sentence: the central concept of
strategy is force, the central concept of force is manpower, and the
central concept of manpower is mobilization. Mobilization of the
Nationil Guard and Reserves increases the options and the capabi;s~'-- |
the Defense Dcpartment in carrying out national military polic, acnd
directiy affects the timing, size, and cowposition of deployments to a
thester of war., In additiot, mobilization affects other potentisl
theaters, as well as che strategic reserves. The decicion to mobilize is
vital to actuzl and potentiasl military operations 4nd capavilities, as
well as to policy, strategy, and tactics.

The ocher element of mwobilization can be stated as =
fundamentsl proposition: mobilization is an act of political will. It
nakes commitment and Jetermination resl and visible to friends and foes
alike. It is a conscious and visible demonstration of firm resolve to
achieve political objectives over a recognized and acknowledged enemy or
threat.

As an unambiguous political statement, mohilizstion is
immensely significant to the American people., It is not merely
important-=~but critically so--in a democracy that t*-~ President refers
questions of importance to the people for their .onsideration and
consent. Especially in the matter of war, the American people demand the
right of being informed and the opportunity to voice their opimion. A
Pcesident must know for what purpose and for how long his people are
willing to support a wai.

The response to a mobiliziation by the American public will
be immediate. It may even be gratifying to the decisionmakers, but, in
any event, it will be illuminating and not obligquc. Mobilization, in
iteclf, does not guarantee irrevocable public support--or public support
at all; what it does is place the importance of the endeavor, at least as
s2en by the President, in plain view to the American pe~pl~. Neither
dces mobilization guarantee that the enemy will shiver aad quake, but it
1ces guarantee that his attention will be gained by the demonscration of
US -esolve, Mobilization is thus important psychologically to both
friend and foe alike.

Mobilization is a srmbol of commitment, and symbolism is
often as important as substance. Mnbilization is also a substantive act,
1ad “herefore is a political and military event having mz:tually
supportive purpose and meaning. Since these two charscteristics are
cognate, it follows without amplification that nonmobilization for a war
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is also of critical importance and may be viewed as a disregard for
military and political prudence.

2. Regular Army, Citizen-Soldiers and Citizens.

The United States has never maintaired, nor thought
seriously of maintaining during peacetime, a Regular Army of sufficient
size to meecr the needs of majer war. The United States has engaged in
nine major wars, and extensive initial reliance has been placed on the
Citizen-Soldiers in cthe first eight of them. In addition, the
Citizen-Soldier Army has been utilized in numerous minor wars and
domestic disturbances throughout US histzory.

Table 6 illustrates the initial reliance on the Cicizen-Soldiers
during eight of the rine major US wars (the Civil War 1s ocmitted due to
its uniqueccss). The contribution of the Militia/National Guard and Army
Reserve greatly exceeded that of the Regulars through World War II.
However, the number of Regulars serving in the Korean War and the Vietnsm
War was much higher than the number of Guardsmen and Reservists., Two
explenations account for th’s drawatic historical change: (1) che size
of the pcacetirme Regular Army has substantiallv increased since its
inception; and (2) there was no full mobilizatiou for the last two wars.

Table 6 also reveals another interesting historical fact:
the contribution of the RC as a ratio of the total number serving in wars
has decreased substantially from the first major war to the last one
(except for the Korean War). Table 6 also illustrates that it has been
increasingly necessary to augment the Regulars and the Citizen-Soldiers
with draftees and volunteers to fight major wars. This trend is
particularly noteworthy when distinguishing between 19th century and 20th

century wars.

The most significant revelations of Table 6 to this study
are: (1) the size of the mobilized RC during the Vietnam War was the
smallest in US history, and (2) the percent of the RC's contribution to
the total number serving in the Army during that war was also the
smalleet in US history.

The history of the US Army during the past two centuries is
A history of two armies: Regulars and Citizen-Soldiers, whercas the
history of the US Army in the present century as been a history of three
armies: Regulars, Citizen-Soldiecs, and citizens. In modern t.mes, the
United States has not maintained either a Rugular Army or a
Citizen-Soldier Amy of sufficient size to satisfy the manpower
rtequireaents of major wars,
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TABLE §

REGULAR ARMY AND CITIZEN-SOLOIER ARMY MOBILIZATION
FOR MAJOR WARS ANO THC BERL'N CRISIS

Strength of Number of M{l{-

Regular tia/National Total Serving Percent of
Army at Guard and in the Arwy Regulars to Percent of C
Beginning Army Reserve During the Total to Total
Major Mars of the War Mobilized War Serving Serving
= Revolutionary Ward 0 250,000 250,000 0(+) 100¢-)
Mar of 1812 6,744 458,000 522,654 1.3 87.6
Mexfcan War 7,365 73,532 115,906 10.3 63.%
Spanish-American ¥ar 28,183 170,954 274,017 10.3 §2.2
Yorld War I 127,588 208,000 4,057,000 3.1 5.1
Yorld War [! 187,893 377,000 11,260,000 1.7 3.3
(Sep 39)
Korean War 591,487 382,900 2,834,000 20.9 13.5
i Berlin Crisis 859,000 119,622 - - =
k= Vietnam wWar 970,000 22,786 +, 28,000 22.2 0.5

NOTE a: Numbers include the Continental Army. Statistics are unavailable that show the number
serving who were not Wil{itia members.

3. War Powers and Mobilization.

The war-making powers of the President have bedeviled
Presidents and Congresses (and a few judges) beginning with the
Constitution. Of the eight major wars since the Revolution, five were
fought under a Congressional Declaration of War: War of 1812, Mexican
War, Spanish—American War, World War I, and World War II. There were no
Congressional Declarations of War for the Civil War, Korean War, or
Vietnam War,

Throughout US history, Congress has enacted various laws
authorizing mobilization and the terms and limits of that authority. The
purpose of these laws has always been twofold: to permit a mobilization
in an emergency, but to simultaneously limit the quantity and duration of
use (and carlier in history the deployment) of the Reserve forces that
were mobilized.

Coagress has always had its eye on the warmaking powers of
the President when enacting legislation that permitted mobilization of
the Militia/Guard-Reserves. In 1950, Congress passed the first
legislation authorizing the President to call up the Guard and Reserves
without specific congressicnal approval. The legislative authority
exercised by the President to call up the Militia/Guard and Reserves
during each of the major wars and the Berlin Crisis was as follows:
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War of 1812 ~ Militia Act of 1792 and special
legislation of January 1812.

Mexicsn War - Militia Act of 1792 and special
legislation of May 13, 1846.

Civil war - Militia Act of 1792.

Spanish-American War - Special legislation of April 22,
1898.

World War I - Special legislation (Selective Draft Law
of May 18, 1917,

World War II - Special legislstion (Joint Resolution of
August 27, 1940; special legislacion of August and December 1941).

Korea - Presidential decision und2r the Selective
Services Extension Act of 1950. No specific congressional approval.

Berlin Crisis - Routine legislation (1967 DOD
Appropriations Act).

Vietnam War - Routine legislation (1967 DOD
Appropriations Act).

4. Grass Roots Seatiments.

The Naticnal Guard and the Reserves provide a vital link to
the grass roots sentiments of the American people by which defense
establishment needs are harmonized with local sentiments, and community
and state loyalties. Communities across the land have acquired political
and economic stakes in both the National Guard and Army Reserve (and
other Reserves), and to these substantial interests is added a high
military stake in the National Guard in its state mission role. The
political, military, and economic velues of the Guard and Reserve are
beyond estimation.

5. Internal Security.

One of the three purposes sf the US Army is to provide for
the internal security of the United States--a function satisfied
exclusively by the Militia during colcnizl and first hal’f of the
constitutional period. During the third quarter of US history, the
internal security function was performed jointly by the Regulars and the
Citizen-Scldiers. The most significant recalization, however, is that
this function has been carried out nearly exclusively during the last
quarter of US history by the Army National Guard.

The State mission of the National Guard, to protect life and
property, preserve peace, order, and public safety under State
authorities, is a unique and vastly significant task. That the National
Guard, a.one as a wmilitary force, performed the internal security
function during the Vietnam War is an historical fact of grand dimension.
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6. Preparation for Mobilization.

Planni.g for partial or full mobilizaticn of the Guard and

Reserve has been maniiestly inadequate in every mobilization im US
histury. It is distressing to contemplate, and impossible to penetrate,
the reascn why mobilization pianiaing has never achieved greatness or even
sufficiency. Certaialy it is no: hecause of lack of capability, as the
plarning for great aadeavors such as the extraordinary Normaandy invasion
in 1944, demonstrates. Nor can the reaso: be lack of time., Neither can
tte explanation be laid to lack of experience, since mobilizations have
occurred for everv majcr war (as well as other times) and written records
are available to be studied,

7. Resronsibility for Mobiiization.

The popular belief throughout UL histnry has been that the
Reserve Components were alone responsible for tueir own mobilization.
This perception has never been valid. The true responsibilities fo-
mcbilization are shared by the Executive branch (including 0SD and the
Services), the Legislative branch, and the Reserve Components. The
Reserves are not responsible €or their shortage of equipment and
supplies, housing and training facilities at mobilizatiomn sites, TCE 5
structures, manning authorication, mobiiizatior plans, replacement
syitems, or war plans. The Reserve Componants »re responsible for being
as uwell-prepared as possible for mobilizatiom (including training in
part, discipline, wmorale, and leadership) once Congress, the President,
and DOD detarmine their existence and the extent of their provisions.
The truth of history is that the Guard and Reserves have always rtesponded
to mobilization calls as they were manned, trained, equipped, and
supplied. That is all they can do.

8. M-Dav and D-Day Concepts.

The expression '"M-Day” (the day wmobilization begins)
embodies three fundamental assumptions that +ave governed mobilization .
planning throughout US history. The first dogma associated with "M-Day"
is that a mobilization would occur in the event of a war or other
nationzl emergency. Thac is, that there would be an M-Day. The second
fundamental tenet has been that mcbilization would be total--that all
Militia/Guard and Reserves wculd be called to acctive duty. The third
basic prcposition surrounding M-Day has beea that M-Day and D-Day (the :
day war begins) would coincide, or nearly so.

Thte US historical experience with M-Day ha: been consistent
with these cobilization assumptions only through World Wer I, The first
ssumption (that mobilization would, of course, occur for a war) has been
validated in all of the nine major wars except the last one, when :
mcbilization worthy of the concept did not occur. The other two
assumptions (size of the mobilization and timing of the mobilizacion)
have not been historically valid in the 20th century. The following
table illustrates tnase facts:




TABLE 7

S1ZE AND TIMING OF 'JS MOBILIZATIONS IN THE 20TH CENTURY

Event Size of Mobilization (Army) Tiuing of Mobilizetioa
Mexican Bordar Maar Fulil M = D+39 poath-
world War I Full M = D44 goning
World War II1 Full M = D-15 months
Korean War Pactial M = D+2 months
Berlin Crisis Partial There was no D-Day
Vietnan War Partial M = D+38 months

Frow Tavle 7, it is clear that a full mobilizdaticn uas
occurred only twice this ceaturv., The major lessor to be 'earned is that
an assuwptior of a full moubilization occurring on A-Day is not
nucessarily valid, and, therefore. waobilizatinn pianning n~ust also
include a contingency fcr partii! mobilization. The table also disproves
tve assamed relaZionship between M~Day and D-Day. That 1is, cthe
historical experience suggests rhat mobilization plsaners may uct assume
that M-i'ay equals D-Day, nor that one -lwavs occurs tefore the ot'ier.

An articin of iaith bas peen that mebilization should and
wouald comme-ce fortnwith in the event of war. The very expression
Miivere Man," which is revered ir U!'S history, illuetrates thtat at the
first moment of nostilities Citizen-Solliers would mobilize.
Mobilizatioa occurred well in advance of Worid War [I, Mobilization for
the Rorean War was ordered 43 soun as it was realized that the Regulars
coula not tield safficient forces. The Berlin Crisis ncbilization
occurccd even though there were no hustilities. Mobilization for Vietnam
occurred three years after the grounl war had begun. A fuudanental
military tenet that has becun obviounsly and universaily admitted has
called fcr a mobilization irmediately upon hostilities, acd in sufficient
size to meet the threat. Miiitary uobilization tznats bave not always
coincide. with their political :ountecrparts. The 1968 mobilization for
the Vietnam Wwar occurred toc late and was too small,

9., Limited aad Unlimited Wars.

0f tte nire major U8 wars, over half were limited wars {War
a1 1812, Merican War, Spanish-Amesican War, Korean war, and Vietnam War),
Lacee were unlimited, large ccnflicts (Civil War, Worid War I, snd World
Wiz II), and cae was a comoination of both {Revolutiunary Wac). The
l.nited wars were limited in th> size of the military forces eamploved,
‘e ter: . tory itnvolved, and the objectives. The “tevolantiosnary War wes
srlimited in its cbjectives (independence from British rule), but was
iimited in terms of the military force eaployad.

lhe inception of unlimi-ed wars, which were Jought I mass
armies and iuvelved conflicts of whole natiosns, his not meant the 2nd of
{imited wars, as the Korean War and Vietrnsm War have demonstrated. Both
limited and anlimited ware (»~ad the dcrein C:tisis) bave required
monilization »f the Reserve Jompotents.

29




10, Length of Service and E. tation.

about 16,000 each), the Army rzised almost 3 million men.

divisions, with a peak Army strength of 365,600 in Vietnam.

11. Wno Shall Serve?

During the Korean War, the military maapower supply
capability greatly exceeded demands, resulting im 4 loud hue and cry
abocut who shouid serve. All this had happened before in the United
States. The US experience with this issue began during the Revolutionary
War, and recurred during the War of 1812, the Mexican War, and the Civil
War, and would certainly have arisen in the Spanish-American War had it
lasted 3 months or more. This issue also occurred during the Vietnam
War, when the major source of manpower was through a draft and when the
Nat.onal Guard and Reserves were not used on active duty duriag the first
3 years of the war, and only slightly theresfter. The issue has never
been resolved, and will recur any time when there is conscription

unaccompanied by meSilization of the Guard and Reserves.

12. Where to Use the Mobilized RC.

The question of where to use mobilized Militia/Guard forces
has been an issue throughout much of US history, although two separate
reasons account for the controversy. The US Constitution stipulates only
three purposes for calling forth the militia: (1) to execute the laws
of the Union; (2) to suppress insurrection; and (3) to repel invasion.
The Constitution therefore restricts the use of mobilized
Militia/National Guard to the land mass of the United States and does not
permit deployment elsewhere. This restriction was not legally resolved
until passage of the National Defense Act of 1916, which made the
National Guard--when in Federal service-~a part of the Army of the United
States. The Militia was used outside the United States prior to 1916 by
the simple expedient of mobilizing its members as individual volunteers.

The question of where to use mobilized National Guard and
Reserves arose later in US history during the Kcrean War, the Berlin
Crisis, and the Vietnam War. In thnse instances, the controversy was
caused by policy, rather than being a Constitutional matter.
Korean War, half of the eight divisions mobilized were retained in the
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The statutory restrictions on lzngth of service of mobilized
troops have been the basis for much criticism and consternation
throughout US history. 4ihe old and discredited practice of short terms
of enlistment, which bhegan during the Revolutionary War, came back into
the Army personnel system in the Ko-ean War under the name of rotation.
During the Korean War, to maintain onlv 20 divisions (with a strength of
A rotation
system waa also adopted for the Viertnam War, during which 4 1/3 millionm
personnel served on active dut- in the Army to maintain 19 Active

It matters licctle, if at all, to field commanders and
replacement planners whether individual soldiers are removed Erom a unit
due to an expiring enlistment or because of rotation——tne eff2ct i3 the
same. The great defect of a votation system is it3 degradation of unit
cohesion by constantly shuttling maapower in and out of ‘nits.

During the
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United States, and only two divisions were deployed to the theater of
War. During the Berlin Grisis, none of the mobilized ARNG and USAR units
were deployed overseas. Of the 76 ARNG and USAR units mobilized in 1968
during the Vietnaam War, only 43 were deployed to the war zone.

Members of the Guard and Reserve expect to be used in the
event »f war, and this expectation does not mean sitting at some post in
CONUS. This expectation is shared by the Americua public as well., There
will always be a controversy and coasiderable dissatisfdction when
mobilized Guard and Rescrve units are not deployed to the war zone.

13, Unit Integrity.

The question of how to use mobilized units of the Guard and
Reserve has historically beea an issue and became controversial again
Auring the Korean War and the Vietnam War. Unit history and unit
integrity are matters of great pride and intense concern within the
National Gu.rd and Reserves, and these views are widely shared within
communities and states. Mobilized units were routinely and deliberately
broken up during the last twd wars, and their members were used as
fillers and individual replacemerts, which led to considerable and
widespread dissatisfaction.

The National Guard has been built on the basis of units,
beginning with the initial militia system. Training, equipment,
organization, tactics, and readiness are all based on cohesion of units,
Mobilization plans are, and have been, based on the availability and use
of Guard and Reserve units (and Reserve IRR). The Total Force Policy is
based on the certainty that the size of the Regulars will be insufficient
to wage war and that units of the Ready Reserve must be mobilized.

Anxiety within the Guard and Reserve that unit integrity
will agai~ be violated in the next mobilization continues. Use of the RG
units as some sort of individual recruiting preserve is neither proper

nor wise.

14. Reorganizations,

The structure, size, and location of the National Guard and
Reserves have never been static, and should not be so. It is important
to realize, however, that rcorganizations within the RC have a price.
When existing units are eliminated or changed to a different TOE series,
or whea new units are created, there hus always been and will always be
an adverse effect on manning, equipping, and traiming the force
affected, The chanzes in WISs, grade authorizations, branch
qualificaticns, new equipment, different equipment, missions, doctrine,
and tactics all take time to implement and time for the units to achieve
readiness.

The major reorganizations of the Army Guard and Army Reserve
starting in 1952 and ending in 1968 impacted unfavorabiy om the
mobilization of 1968. Units that had recently undergone reorganizations
were cligible only as a last resort for mobilization, regardless of the
requirements submitted by the field commander or the requirements to
reconstitute the STRAF.
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Since reorganizations are inevitable to accommodate changing
strategy, technology, and total force requirements, the best that can be
hoped for is the minimum of reorganizations. One might also hope that
mobilization of recently reorganized units will not be necessary. The
largest contribution of the US Army in this regard is to properly and
thoroughly determine the wisest total force structure and composition so
that frequent and numerous reorganizations are not uecessary.

15. Nonmobilization During 1965-617.

Mobilization of the National Gusrd and Reserves was a major
topic of consideration during the 3 years fcllowing commitment of ground
combat forces in Vietnam (1965-67). Mobilization was strongly favored
and recommended by the Secretary of Defense, the Services, acd the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, many members of Congress, and others. President Johason
refused during that time to declare a national emergency, to seek
congressional legislation for a mobilization, and to mobilize the Reserve
Components.

Nonmobilization in 1965, 1965, and 1967 demonstrated a lack
of political will. 1t also failed to satisfy the military meaning and
requirement of mobilization. US military history had deconstrated that
in che event of war or national omergency, a wmobilization of the
Militia/Naticnal! Guard and. Reserves would occur. Every major US war, as
well as wincr wars, domestic disturbances, and the Berlin Crisis, had
witnessed a full or substantial mobilization. Mobilization was, in 1965
and in all prior years, an article of doctrine and of faith.

Had a mobilization been ordered as ground combat forces were
being deployed to Vietnam, the American people would have known that the
future in South Vietnam depended upon a decision of arms. The impact of
this message might have altered the course of the war. The poiitical
authorities, however, took every step in building the military ground
forces in Vietnam with reluctance and trepidation, which led inevitably
to reluctance by the American people to support the war. When the public
realized the true course of the war, they suffered inordinate
dirillusionment with it and with the President who had deceived them.

The American military involvement in Vietnam placed a
greater demand upon the Army than had the Xorean War or the Berlin
Crisis. Yet, as the war in Vietnam grew lirger, the Guacd and Reserves
were not mobilized, resulting in a depletion of the Army's reserve in
COMUS. A greater issue lay in the very atructure of the Armmy of the
19¢d's, which depended upon the Army Guard and Army Reserve in any
sueratiorn as large as Vietnam. The Ragular Army was not organized to
¢onduct a war without mobilization of the Reserves, but did so at the
srice of significantly reducing its forces deployed elsewhere, as well as
reducing its strategic reserve.

When the Army (and other Services) had to adopt Johnson's
alternste strategy of war without «ll-out effort, mental doubt of the
strategy became p:rvasive. Having deprived the Army of a doctrine of
mobilization, it was forced to wage a war with a manpower acquisition
policy it did not believe in and which was difficult to accomplish. The
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first objective in war is a quick victory over the encmy, and the
protracted campaign in Vietnam and nonmobilizatiun were flagrant
violations of basic military and political strategy.

16. 1968 Mobilization for the Vietaam War.

The enemy's TET Offensive begaa cn 31 January 1965. General
Westmoreland formally requested emergency reinforcements on 12 February.
The JCS again recomuended a mobilization, but Secretury McNamaura was by
then opposed Lo it. On 12 February, the President approved
reinforcements “ut rejected mobilization.

On (!9 February, Secretary of Defense Desigoate Clifford
(sworn in as Secretary on 1 March) began, at the ozder of the President,
a complet~ rteervamiraticn cf US strategy in Vietnum which bezame known as
the "4 to Z” reassessment. Cn 4 March, the President was presented with
the "A to 2" resssessment, which contained a racommendation tn mobilize
262,000 Guard:men and Reservists for the war.

Or 13 March, th: President made ch: decisina, in conjunction
with a decision to deplov 30,000 additionzl men to Vietnam, to h:ve a
mobil,zation, btuc the specific sice of the mob:ilized force was not then
decided. 0SD rezon plaoning con 14 March for 2 callup of 96,000
sersonnel, of which 43,500 were to be deployed to Victnam.

An 28 March, the President made the deciaion that
mobili:ation would be limited to about 24,500 personnel. On 2 April, the
final troop list submiited by the Army to the JCS totaled 54,000, Two
days later, the Secretary of Defense decreed that 54,000 was too high
because of cost. The Executive C-der for the nobilization did not
gpecify the rize of thz mobilization. The Secretary of Defense anncunced
at a news conference on )1 April that the call to active duty would be
for approximately 24,500 men in some 88 units and an additional 3,600
nembers of tue IRR. .

It is ironic that after all tne debate znd arguments about
tiie need for a mobilization, all the planmning aad cons derztion about the
iz> and composition ¢f the wobilized force, despite tr: requirements for
forces tc be deployed and to reconstitute the strategic reserve, and
regardless oi the money spent on the war ovur the past 3 yezrs, that in
the end the size of the mobilizad for::s was decided by finaanc’al and bt
sosicical considerations and aot operationdl requirements.

The 1968 mobilizatinn for the Vietwam War was based on legal
authority contained in the 1957 DOD Approsciations fct. The mobilization
srder was dateas li April, directing the callup to acour on 13 May (M-Day), *

Seventy—six ARNG and USAR units were modilized, with an
sctual strength of 20,034 entering active ducy. In addicien 2,752
members ol the IRR were called up. There were two objectives of the 13
May 1908 mobilization: (1) to provide troops for actual deployment to
Viotnam, and (2) (o provide troops to build up the strateyic reserves 'n
CONUS. Forty-taree units were deployed to Vietnam and 33 units were .

cond2ploeyed.
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Unit_Selection. Selection of the 76 ARNC and USAR uaits to be
mobilized waz made by the Assistant Chief of Staff for Force Development
in frantic consultation with the Chief, Mational Guard Bureau and Chief,
Army Reserve, No other Army staff, uzjor Army commands, or states were £
iavolved in the unit selection deterwination.

Although 74 of the 76 needed types of units were existing in the SRF
in 1968 or had recently been in the SRF, only 59 units were selected from
the SRF category for mobilization. Thus, the primary criterion of
highest operational readiness was applied to oanly 66 perceant of the umit .
selection., Other criteria which dominated seiection were geogrsphic '
distribution (34 states provided units), proportionate contributicm by
the ABNG and USAR (63 nercent and 32 percent respectively), and the civil
disturbance threat (no state was denuded of its ARNG).

Individual Ready Reserve. Because the 1968 mobilization of units was i
very small, oaly 3,069 enlisted IRR fillers were required. From a total '

IRR paper strength of 680,000, only 4,132 of its members were eligible
for callup because of legal restrictions. The number of IRR personnel
actually mobilized was 2,752, which was iess than one-half of one percent

(.4 percent) of the IRR.

-

Personnel Policies. HQDA attempted from the onset to =manage
wobilized personnel (unit members and nonunit members) in the same manner
and under the same regulations as Active Army personnel. It didn’t work
well. Personnel actions and problems associated with the 1968 partial
mobilization for Vietnam had occurred with every mobilization in US
history, and included the following: &

. Reassignment of personnel in and out of nondeploying and
deploying units;

+ Reassignment of excess unit personnel;

. Promotion of officers and enlisted members; L
3 Relief from active duty;

« Delays;

. Exemptions;

. Family members in the same unit;

. Authorization for top six enlisted grades and general officers;
« Deferments;

« Reassignment of unit members as fillers;

« Voluctary and involuntary separation;

« Movement of depundents, transportation, and household goods;
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. Leave authorizatious, status, and enti.lemeuts;

« Terms of service——periods of active duty;

. Proficiency pay eligibility;

. Medical examinations;

. Selection of 1RR enlisted and officer personnel;

« Personuel cutoff dates;

. Policies for professional ccmplements to active duty;
. Personnel accounting, reporting and control;

. Deternination of accurate officer and enlisted personnel
requirements; and,

« Delegation of authority for various personnel actions.

Stationing Plans. As was the case with mobilizatiou plaaning in
general, the preparation of stationing plans did not begin until 25
January 1968. Considerable difficulty was encountered in developing
stationing plans because of the many changes to the troop lists (type and
oumber of units) during the mobilization planning period of 25 January-10
April 1968. Developing stationing plans was difficult also because the
planners did not know what units would be mobilized, whea the
mobilizations would occur, what Active Arwy deployments would be made, or
the length of time between alert and movement to mobilizatioan stations.

Equipment Planping and Distribution. Determining the Army’s
capability to equip mobilized AKNG and USAR units was impossible during
the mobilization planning period. In- addition to similar problems as
encountered by those attempting to develop stationing plans, the DA staff
did not know the true equipment status of the units that were on the
final list to be mobiiized. Folloving M-Day (13 May 1968), there were
major problems in equipment status reporting, distribution and
redistribution. A ccnsistent feature cf every mobilization in US history
has been a requirement to provide equipment for the mobilized units.

Training. Unit training at mobilization stations was adversely
sffected by the large number of personnel wio were not branch or
M0S-qualified, by understrength units, by equipment shortages, and by the
issuance of equipment not previously used by the ARNG and USAR. The
major reorganization of the RC immediately before the mobilization
degraded readiness, as had the inclusion of civil disturbance training in
the Guard’s inactive duty training program. The requirement to conduct
individual training as well as unit training to overcome these problems
resulted in an extension of the postmobilization training beyond that
prescribed in the Army Training Program for 58 of the 76 mobilized units.

That wobilized units had to undergo a complete unit training program
in 1968 to achieve deployability readiness was no different from the
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experience of earlier mobilizations. Whenever mobilized units have a
readiness condition of C-4 in equipment (which all had ia 1968), a
postmobilization trsining program will be required. Whenever the units
ara less than C-1, or perhaps C~2, in personnel (which all were in 1968],
a postmobilization training program will be necessary. Even if mobilized
units were C-1 in ncth personnel and equipwent, the question of
opervational readiness from a purely triining perspective would arise.
The historical experience with mobilizations demanis the realization that
postmobilization training will be mandatory, and that it will take
several weeks at least to achieve operational readiness. Peacetime
training and the peacetime equipment status of the Army National Guard
and Army Reserve have uever beea sufficient fer the jmmediate deployment
and employment of Armys RC units.

Public Inquiries. The :aobilization of Reserve Components, however
large or small the callup, is never a coutine matter. In addition to
strategic consideractions and purely military events sand activities in
zonducting the molilization, there wili always be political and public
affairs izplicatiuns—-particularly with partial mobiiizations. The
media, Congress, and the puhlic will direct a barrage of inquiries “o the
White Huuse and the Fentagen. There will initially be considerable
excitemert and attention to the copic, and if DOD is properl; prepared
for tne inquiries, tne public atteation may soon wane. Of the many
quoa*iczs ahout the mobilizacions, the most important one to be prepared
to ausver is “"why." Subsequently, the immediate question will be:
"where are the mobiiized troops now and what are they doing?” Three
months after the January 1968 mobilization, the media reported that the
mobilized Reservists were "just waiting around,"” which was partly true.
The same can be said of the May 1968 mobilization. The charge of
giisuitable use of mobilized reserves will always occur when the mcbilized
units are not deployed and when unit integricy is violated.

Cemobilization. The 76 units mobilized on 13 May 1968 served on
active duty between '4 and 19 months, During the first half of this
time, many unit personnel were assigned to other units as fillers,
resulting in members being scattered all over the world. During the last
half of the period, the Army attempted to plan and execute a system to
rer-staolish unit integrity in order to demobilize the units.

Demobilization of units was accomplished by 12 December 1969, after
which Lime one unit was eliminated from the structure and thrce were
~carganized. The Army's demobtilization was characterized by poor
plinaing, inzfiicieuacy, disinterest, terrible policy, poor execution, and
ill-ciming. Nearly evervthing abcut the demohilization was cause for
complaint. 0¢ the numerous problems, the most serious was the loss of
irit integrity. The strong feeling was widespread within che Gusrd and
Rcrerve that a breach of good faith had been ~ommitted by the Army.

17. Major Lessons From the Vietnam War,

Thirty-eight monchs after the ground war began for the
United Ststes in South Vietnam, Presidesit Johnson made che belated
decision to mchilize a small portion of the Nstional Guard and Reserves,
Never before in U3 history had a President refused to utilize in a wmajor
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wvar the military force of the Reserve Components whose very purpose vas
for such military and political utility. And, never before had a
mobilization for a major war been of such tiny magnitude. The 13 Hay
1968 mobilization for the Vietnam War occurred far too late to be of any
political significance, and was far too small to be of any military
significance.

The President had rejected the advice to conduct a
mobilization for 3 years-—advice virtually unanimous from all military
and political advisors. This then is the first conclusion regarding
mobilization for the Vietnam War. Tk+ nonmobilization decisions were
grevious errors——from both a political and a military viewpoirt; and the
mobilization decision of 1968 was a perfect example of "too little-too
late,"

The second wmajor conclusion is squarely focused on the
Department of Defense, and specifically for purposes of this study, on
the Department of the Army. The mobilization itself, once ordered by the
Commander in Chief, was conducted by 0SD and HQDA in a manner of gross
ineptitude: the preparation for a mobilization was impudently
unsuitable; the conduct of the mobilization was contemptuous; the
utilization of the mobilized Guard and Reserve was a tragedy; the
demobilization was a comedy of errors. Once mobilized, countless
problems were self-inflicted by the Regular Army-—as has been true
throughout US history.
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